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Local Government Officials’ Perspectives 
on Regional Councils of Governments1
by Frederick O. Lorenz and Gary D. Nelson
Introduction
The decades of the 1960s and 1970s were a time of 
rapid change in the operations of county and munici­
pal governments. Citizen expectations regarding the 
scope and quality of local government services esca­
lated rapidly. State and federal legislation and reg­
ulations resulted in higher standards for health care, 
housing, education, law enforcement, public as­
sistance, personnel practices, and environmental 
conditions. Specialized services were mandated as a 
way of meeting the needs of the aged, of youth, of 
minorities, and of the disadvantaged.
This expansion o f expectations and respon­
sibilities created new pressures on local elected offi­
cials and increased financial demands on the local 
governments’ tax bases. State and federal programs 
provided supplementary financial resources, but ap­
plication procedures often were cumbersome and 
subject to constant change. Planning requirements 
were built into many funding programs and created a 
need for planning of a type not previously under­
taken. This problem was especially acute in rural 
areas that often lacked the necessary management, 
planning, and technical expertise.
One means of adapting to these changes was joint 
action through regional councils of governments. Re­
gional councils are voluntary associations of local 
governments whose representatives, usually elected 
county or city officials, form the general governing 
bodies, or "policy councils.” As voluntary associations
The results in this report are from a survey conducted as part of 
North Central Regional Research Project NC-144 ("Analysis of 
Multi-County Intergovernmental Units and Impacts on Local Gov­
ernments”). The research was conducted through state agri­
cultural experiment stations in cooperation with the Economics, 
Statistics, and Cooperative Service of the U.S. Department of Agri­
culture. Participating members of the technical committee were 
David Rogers (Colorado State University), John Tait and Fred 
Lorenz (Iowa State University), Paul Gessaman (University of 
Nebraska), William Nelson (North Dakota State University), and 
Robert Dimit (South Dakota State University). They represent the 
states that agreed to participate in the project. The administrative 
advisor was Ronald Powers, and Economics, Statistics, and Cooper­
ative Service representatives were Edward Moe and David Brown.
they have no power to tax or incur debt, but they do 
provide local elected officials and interested citizens 
with opportunities to discuss problems of mutual con­
cern. Their professional staffs often provide technical 
assistance to local governments, especially in dealing 
with state and federal agencies. Although regional 
councils were organized by the joint efforts of local 
governments, their development was strongly en­
couraged by federal mandates and programs as a 
means to improve intergovernmental cooperation. 
Regional councils were financed by member govern­
ment contributions of dues and fees and by federal 
grants.
The first years of the 1980s, unlike the decades 
that preceded them, have been marked by a slowdown 
in federal aid to regional councils and local govern­
ments and by local government fiscal retrenchment. 
The economic policies of the Reagan administration 
call for a complete withdrawal of federal support for 
regional planning (Lim, 1983:4), while federal aid to 
local governments has been characterized as one of 
"less money but with more discretion” (Dommel, 
1981:91). This loss of federal support makes regional 
councils more dependent on local government sup­
port at a time when local governments can least af­
ford additional financial obligations. Under these 
conditions, local government officials’ evaluations of 
the roles and activities of regional councils become 
particularly important for assessing their future.
Objectives of the Report
Regional councils, like all organizations, accom­
plish their objectives and satisfy their constituents to 
differing degrees. Nationally, the appropriate duties 
and authorities of regional councils continue to be 
debated. Some public officials and policy analysts feel 
that regional councils are ineffective because they are 
voluntary associations without authority to enforce 
policies. Some local officials have been hostile toward 
federal grant programs and fear that close connec­
tions between regional councils and federal agencies 
may interfere with local government autonomy. Still 
others appreciate the regional councils’ professional 
staff services.
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The objective of this report is to provide insight 
into the accomplishments and activities of primarily 
rural regional councils in selected substate regions of 
Colorado, Iowa, Nebraska, North Dakota, and South 
Dakota as they have attempted to carry out their 
functions. The opinions of local elected officials and 
policy council representatives, as identified in May 
through August of 1980, provide the primary data 
base. An examination of their opinions about, and 
evaluations of, regional council activities may assist 
policy analysts and others in assessing the future of 
such councils.
This report is prepared in support of the more gen­
eral objectives of North Central Regional Project 
NC-144, which were to (1) describe the origin, develop­
ment, organizational structures, and activities of re­
gional councils and (2) analyze the effects of these 
regional councils on the sources and amounts of funds 
received by local governments, the types and costs of 
services provided to these governments, the decision­
making processes of local governments relative to the 
provision of these services, and the characteristics of 
local governments, entities, and governmental units 
through which the services were delivered.
Development and Functions 
of Regional Councils
Although some attempts at regionalism grew out 
of local governments’ recognition of their interdepen­
dence, especially in urban areas, much of the impetus 
leading to the development of regional councils came 
from the federal government’s antipoverty and model 
cities programs of the 1960s. These programs were 
designed to address problems that were local in scope 
but national in their pervasiveness. Solutions to 
these problems were defined as being in the national 
interest and were to be achieved through planned 
community action supported by federal funding. For 
example, the Housing Act of 1961 required the devel­
opment of areawide housing plans. The Federal Aid 
to Highways Act o f 1962 required comprehensive 
transportation planning as a condition of federal aid. 
The Housing and Urban Development Act of 1965 
authorized the Department of Housing and Urban 
Development (HUD) to "make grants to regional 
councils covering two-thirds of the cost of studies, the 
collection of data, and the preparation of regional 
plans and programs,” the purpose of which was "to 
foster metropolitan cooperation on a broad front by 
establishing and maintaining organizations of policy 
and decision-makers representing the various local 
governments within metropolitan areas” (Wikstrom, 
1977:39-41). Subsequent amendments to this act ex­
tended comprehensive planning grants to qualified 
nonmetropolitan regional planning agencies. To 
qualify, the planning agency was required to repre­
sent more than one local government and be desig­
nated as a planning agency by state officials with 
power to perform planning. Its policy councils were to 
be composed of member local government officials or 
their representatives.
Commensurate with the federal government’s in­
terest in community problems was the concern that 
available funds should not be wasted, particularly 
where the same problems were found in adjoining 
jurisdictions or where effective solutions could be 
achieved only through the coordinated efforts of sev­
eral local governments. The Demonstration Cities 
and Metropolitan Development Act of 1966 encour­
aged better coordination of program activities affect­
ing state and metropolitan governments by requiring 
that applications for more than 30 federal grant and 
loan programs had to be accompanied by the com­
ments of an official state or regional planning agency 
as to the consistency of proposed projects to estab­
lished comprehensive plans. The Intergovernmental 
Cooperation Act o f1968 strengthened this policy and 
extended it to nonmetropolitan areas. This act was 
implemented by the Office of Management and Bud­
get through its Circular A-95, whose major feature, 
the "Project Notification and Review System,” re­
quired that nearly all applications for federal grants 
should be reviewed by a state-designated regional 
"A-95 Review and Comment” clearinghouse (Stam 
and Reid, 1980:18-24). As of 1976, approximately 550 
of the nation’s 675 regional councils were designated 
A-95 Review and Comment clearinghouses that re­
viewed proposals for grants and loans under nearly 
500 federally funded grant programs (Stam and Reid, 
1980:2).
Regional councils are heterogeneous in their orga­
nizational structures and in the relative emphasis they 
place on various functions. Several commonalities have 
emerged, however, and most regional councils attempt 
to improve the effectiveness of their member local gov­
ernments by providing: (1) a forum for discussion of 
problems and issues of mutual interest; (2) an organiza­
tion that can pool local resources from federal and state 
programs; (3) a source of technical assistance and ser­
vices, including grant writing and community plan­
ning; and (4) an organization through which specialized 
services can be supplied. In metropolitan areas, the 
high density of municipal governments and special dis­
tricts creates problems of coordination and intergover- 
mental conflict, resulting in more emphasis being 
placed on negotiations through discussions and re­
gional planning. Wikstrom (1977:130) observed that re­
gional councils in metropolitan areas "have provided a 
neutral arena or forum where elected officials can fa­
miliarize themselves with each other and discuss mu­
tual and regional problems.” In a 1972 survey, however, 
many local elected officials admitted that they joined 
regional councils to comply with planning require­
ments of federal grant programs and to comply with 
areawide review requirements (ACIR, 1973).
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Although discussions of mutual problems and re­
gional planning may be important for metropolitan 
governments, several scholars have suggested that 
technical assistance to local governments is particu­
larly important in rural areas because regional coun­
cil staffs "frequently possess greater professional, 
planning, and managerial expertise than the smaller 
individual goverments” (ACIR, 1973:5). Since most of 
the regional councils in this study are located in rural 
substate regions, considerable emphasis in this re­
port is placed on local goverment officials’ evaluations 
of the technical assistance they received.
Sampling and Data Collection
The counties of the five states participating in this 
study are organized into substate regions. The 99 
counties of Iowa are organized into 16 substate re­
gions. The 93 counties of Nebraska form 26 substate 
planning districts, and the 63 counties of Colorado 
form 13 substate regions. North Dakota has 8 sub­
state districts, and South Dakota has 6. Regional 
councils were formed in many of these substate dis­
tricts by the cooperative efforts of counties, cities, and 
special districts within the substate region. In Colo­
rado, Iowa, North Dakota, and South Dakota, re­
gional councils have been organized in all substate 
districts. In Nebraska, 21 of the 26 substate districts 
have had organized regional councils.
Regional councils, counties, and cities selected 
for study. Researchers were not able to interview 
officials in all counties and cities, so they devised a 
procedure for selecting substate regions within each 
state and for sampling counties and cities from 
within the selected substate regions. Two non­
metropolitan regional councils were initially se­
lected from each state.2 Since some of the regional 
councils were very small and performed few ac­
tivities, the researchers decided to select only from 
among those that were above the median in their 
states on these four criteria: total budget, staff size, 
level of citizen participation, and percentage of all 
government units that were members of the regional 
council. Two states, Colorado and Iowa, to accomplish 
their own unique research interests, each selected a 
third regional council that met these criteria. The 12 
substate regions represented in this study are re­
gions 10, 11, and 12 in Colorado; Iowa Northland, 
North Iowa, and Southern Iowa; the Cornhusker and
2Nonmetropolitan regional councils are those that do not contain 
Standard Metropolitan Statistical Areas (SMSAs) within their 
boundaries. In most instances, an SMSA consists of one or more 
counties containing at least one city o f50,000 inhabitants or more. 
Additional counties have to meet certain criteria of metropolitan 
character and social and economic integration with the central city 
to be included in an SMSA.
Panhandle regions of western Nebraska; the Lake 
Agassiz and South Central regions of North Dakota; 
and South Dakota regions 3 and 5 (fig. 1).
Most counties within each of the 12 substate re­
gions were included in the study. The only exceptions 
were in South Dakota Region 5, where five Indian 
Reservation counties were excluded. The 12 substate 
regions had 86 counties from which data were col­
lected (table 1). All cities with populations of 2,500 
and over, of which there were 41, also were included. 
Cities with populations o f less than 2,500 were 
sampled. Thirty-eight cities with populations of less 
than 500 were selected, as were 88 cities with popula­
tions between 500 and 2,500.
One comparison of interest when this research 
was designed was the difference between policy coun­
cil representatives and other respondents in their 
attitudes and perceptions about regional councils. 
When selecting the sample, an attempt was made to 
include cities with and without representatives on 
the policy councils of their regional council. Seventy- 
five, or 87 percent, of the counties and 71 percent of 
the 41 cities with populations of 2,500 and over had 
representatives on their policy councils in 1980. 
Thirty-four percent of the selected cities with popula­
tions under 500 and 44 percent of the selected cities 
with populations between 500 and 2,500 were di­
rectly represented on the policy council. Often, the 
policy council representative was the chairperson of 
the county board or the city mayor.
Who were interviewed? Chairpersons of county 
boards were interviewed, as were the policy council 
representatives for counties having representatives 
who were not county board chairpersons. Similarly, 
mayors of the selected cities were interviewed, as 
were the policy council representatives for cities hav­
ing representatives who were not the mayors. The 
result of this strategy is reported in table 2. In total, 
344 individuals were interviewed—129 county re­
spondents and 215 city respondents. O f the 129 
county respondents, 49 were chairpersons only, 37 
were both chairpersons and policy council represen­
tatives, and 42 were solely policy council represen­
tatives. Among the 215 city respondents, 127 were 
mayors only, 40 were both mayors and policy council 
representatives, and 42 were policy council represen­
tatives. The columns labeled "Other” include (a) one 
respondent who was a county board member but nei­
ther the chairperson nor a policy council represen­
tative and (b) six city council members who were 
neither mayors nor policy council representatives. 
Their responses are excluded from the data presented 
in the text, but they are included in the appendix 
tables.
Data collection procedures. The data were col-
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Fig. 1. Substate regions of Colorado, Iowa 
Nebraska, North Dakota, and South Dakota se 
lected for study.
Table 1. Total number of counties and cities, and number with policy council representatives (P.C. Reps), by region.
Cities with populations of
Counties 0 - 499 500--2,499 2.
+ooLf>
Region Total Total
With P.C. 
Reps Only Total
With P.C. 
Reps Only Total
With P.C. 
Reps Only Total
With P.C. 
Reps Only
Iowa Northland 22 6 4 2 0 8 5 6 6
North Iowa 26 9 8 2 0 8 5 7 4
Southern Iowa 19 6 6 2 1 8 3 3 3
South Dakota #3 25 12 10 2 0 8 2 3 1
South Dakota #5 26 13 10 2 0 8 4 3 3
Nebraska Cornhusker 14 5 4 4 2 4 3 1 0
Nebraska Panhandle 26 11 9 2 0 7 2 6 5
North Dakota Agassiz 26 5 5 6 0 11 3 r. ' 4 1
North Dakota So. Central 22 6 6 6 2 9 3 1 1
Colorado #11 15 4 4 3 1 5 1 3 2
Colorado #12 16 4 4 5 5 6 6 1 0
Colorado #10 16 5 5 2 2 6 2 3 3
253 86 75 38 13 88 39 41 29
Percent with P.C. Reps Only 87% 34% 44% 71%
Table 2. Number of respondents in each 
representatives, by region.
region, and number of respondents who are chairpersons, mayors, and policy council
Counties (129) Cities (215)
Chair- Chair P.C. Mayor P.C.
persons and P.C. Rep. Mayor and P.C. Rep.
Region Respondents only Rep. Only Only Other Only Rep. Only Only Other
Iowa Northland 24 2 4 0 0 7 9 2 0
North Iowa 31 2 7 1 0 12 5 4 0
Southern Iowa 30 3 3 4 0 11 2 6 1
So. Dakota #3 34 9 3 7 1 11 2 1 0
So. Dakota #5 39 11 2 8 0 10 3 4 1
'Neb. Cornhusker 14 1 4 0 0 4 5 0 0
Neb. Panhandle 38 7 4 5 0 14 1 7 0
No. Dak. Agassiz 36 5 0 6 0 20 1 3 1
No. Dak. So. Central 29 3 3 4 0 11 5 2 1
Colorado #11 21 2 2 2 0 11 0 4 0
Colorado #12 28 2 2 3 0 10 2 7 2
Colorado #10 20 2 3 2 0 6 5 2 0
344 49 37 42 1 127 40 42 6
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lected between May and August of 1980. Executive 
directors o f participating regional councils were 
given questionnaires that contained a list of the coun­
ties and cities selected for study in their region. They 
were asked to review their files and identify in­
stances o f technical assistance provided to these 
counties and cities during the previous two years 
(1978-80).
Each board chairperson, city mayor, and policy 
council representative was then interviewed by a 
staff researcher or professional interviewer. The 
questionnaire used to conduct the interviews was 
divided into three parts. In the first part, all re­
spondents were asked questions about their knowl­
edge and satisfaction with specific instances of 
technical assistance identified by the executive direc­
tors. Because the number and types of assistance 
received varied for each county and city, each ques­
tionnaire had to be assembled separately with prior 
information about specific instances of technical as­
sistance filled in before interviewing began. All re­
spondents were also asked questions about their 
views on problems faced by counties and cities and 
their involvement in, and evaluation of, regional 
council activities.
The second part of the questionnaire contained 
questions about characteristics of counties and cities. 
Only county board chairpersons and city mayors 
were asked to respond to these questions. Most ques­
tions asked for data on local government employ­
ment, budgets, expenditures, and intergovernmental 
agreements. Respondents who didn’t know specific 
answers to questions often called upon their county 
or city clerks or treasurers for more accurate informa­
tion. The third part of the questionnaire was de­
signed to elicit information about characteristics of 
the respondents.
Presentation of the Data
This report emphasizes the results from the first 
part of the questionnaire. The major sections of this 
report are organized around responses to specific 
questions, and tables are used to present the informa­
tion. Usually, questions about attitudes and opinions 
are contained, verbatum, in the tables. Except when 
otherwise noted, all questions were "closed-ended,” 
meaning that responses were forced into specific cate­
gories. The response formats are described in the 
text. For most of the data, comparisons are made 
between counties and cities. Cities are divided into 
three groups according to population size: less than 
500, 500 to 2,500, and greater than 2,500. Additional 
tables describing responses of county board chairper­
sons, city mayors, and policy council representatives 
also are included when systematic or unusual dif­
ferences are found. Region-by-region reporting of the 
data is in the appendix.
Problems Faced 
by Local Governments
County and city governments face a wide variety 
of problems, many of which they are capable of solv­
ing locally. But the solutions to some problems re­
quire assistance from extralocal governments and 
agencies. In this section, we examine the opinions of 
county and city officials and policy council represen­
tatives concerning the role of regional councils in 
solving problems local governments face. This is ac­
complished by reporting the results of a sequence of 
questions about the extent and scope of local govern­
ment problems, the appropriate agencies that should 
solve the problems, and their willingness to contrib­
ute resources to the solutions.
Sequence of Questions
All respondents were presented with a list of 15 
topical areas and asked to identify those in which 
their government had experienced a problem. The 
list was not exhaustive because problems can come in 
many forms. It was designed to tap a wide range of 
potential community problems, from traditional con­
cerns about fire protection and solid waste disposal to 
more recent issues such as energy development and 
environmental protection.
The 15 topical areas are listed in table 3 in descend­
ing order according to the number of respondents who 
identified the topical area as a problem for their unit of 
government (question 1). The "percent” column under 
question 1 represents the percentage of all 337 re­
spondents who identified the topical area as a problem. 
Respondents who identified a topical area as a problem 
were next asked these three questions:
Question 2: Is the problem local only, or does it 
extend beyond your government’s 
boundaries?
Question 3: Who should solve the problem?
Should it be solved primarily by 
local governments, special dis­
tricts, a regional council, or by the 
state?
Question 4: Are you willing to commit re­
sources to the solution?
The percentages shown under questions 2, 3, and 
4 in table 3 are based on the number of respondents 
who identified a topical area as a problem in question 
1. Problems identified as extending beyond the local 
government’s boundaries are labeled "regional” and 
shown under question 2 in table 3. Responses to ques­
tion 3 help assess the extent to which regional coun­
cils and other levels of government are viewed as 
having a role in the solution to problems. The col­
umns under question 3 labeled "primarily local 
efforts” and "primarily special districts” identify the 
percentage of respondents who indicated that a prob-
10
Table 3. Responses to questions about the extent, scope, preferred level of solution, and commitment of resources to problems (N=337).
Question 1 : Number Question 2: Percent Question 3:: Percent iwho indicated a problem should be solved by:* Question 4: Percent
and percent who in- who indicated a Pri marily Primarily Regional Councils Primari ly willing to contribute
dicated 
area was
the topical 
a problem.
problem was 
"regional".*
local
efforts
special
districts
Pri - 
mari -
ly
Combined 
with others
state or 
federal
All other 
combinations
resources to a solution.*
Topical Area Number Percent*
Vandalism 225 67% 59% 85% 1% 3% 3% 5% 3% 92%
Jail facili­
ties
131 39 50 44 7 10 8 24 7 91
Land use 
planning
112 33 48 62 2 9 11 11 6 93
Solid waste 
disposal
112 33 37 51 5 14 8 13 11 96
Energy deve­
lopment
109 32 84 20 3 15 17 28 17 80
Adequate and 
sanitary 
water supply
108 32 27 47 8 12 7 18 9 85
Public housing 
development 
and management
106 32 45 47 1 14 12 8 18 76
Funding social 
services
99 29 62 14 2 6 8 47 22 77
Health and 
hospital ser­
vices (ex­
cluding mental 
health
95 28 41 50 12 9 7 14 8 81
Mental health 
services and 
counseling
81 24 74 15 12 23 11 28 11 79
Environmental
protection
79 23 68 21 3 14 13 23 26 75
Parks and 
campgrounds
76 23 24 59 4 7 3 15 13 92
Flood
control
75 . 22 35 37 8 12 8 19 16 89
Water
pollution
72 21 56 27 6 13 11 27 17 83
Fire
protection
36 11 25 69 22 0 8 0 0 92
* The percentages shown under questions 2, 3, and 4 aré based on the number of respondents who indicated 
the topical area was a problem in question T.
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lem should be solved by local government efforts 
without extralocal assistance and by the efforts of 
special districts, respectively. The column "primarily 
state or federal” includes write-in responses that in­
dicated that federal agencies should have primary 
responsibility. The two columns under "regional 
councils” report the percentage of respondents who 
indicated that regional councils primarily should 
solve the problem, and the percentage who indicated 
that regional councils should be involved in combina­
tion with other levels of government. The column "all 
other combinations” reflects the extent to which re­
spondents volunteered the Opinion that several levels 
of government but not regional councils should be 
involved in the solutions. Most respondents in this 
category proposed cooperation between local govern­
ments and federal agencies. Question 4 probed the 
extent to which respondents were willing to contrib­
ute resources to the solution of the problem.
Pattern of Responses
The data in table 3 show a basic pattern of re­
sponses. For most of the topical areas, the problems 
least often identified as regional in scope were the 
ones most often viewed as solved primarily by local 
efforts. They also were the ones for which a relatively 
high percentage of respondents indicated a willing­
ness to contribute resources to the solutions. For ex­
ample, 48 percent of all respondents indicated that 
the problem of land-use planning was regional in 
scope, while a relatively high 62 percent responded 
that it should be solved primarily by local efforts. 
Only 37 percent responded that solid waste disposal 
was a regional problem, while 51 percent indicated 
that it should be solved by local efforts alone. In 
contrast, problems most often defined as regional 
were the ones that most respondents indicated were 
best solved with extralocal assistance but for which 
they were least willing to commit resources.
The one outstanding exception to this pattern of 
responses was vandalism. Vandalism stands out be­
cause it is the only topical area that was defined as a 
problem by a majority of all respondents. Although it 
was seen as a regional problem by 59 percent of all 
those who identified it as a problem, 85 percent indi­
cated in question 3 that vandalism should be solved 
by local efforts alone. Only 6 percent indicated that 
vandalism should be solved by regional councils, ei­
ther alone or in combination with other levels of 
government. Ninety-two percent indicated in ques­
tion 4 that they were willing to commit resources to 
solving problems of vandalism. Evidently, vandalism 
is seen as a regional problem only in the sense that it 
occurs in nearly all counties and cities and not in the 
sense that incidents of vandalism in one community 
are connected to incidents in neighboring commu­
nities and must be dealt with through joint efforts.
Problem Solutions and Regional Councils
A careful review of table 3 is instructive for under­
standing how county and city officials and policy 
council representatives view the role of regional 
councils in solving problems local governments face. 
First, it is obvious from a comparison of percentages 
under question 3 in table 3 that respondents empha­
size local efforts for solving many problems. The 
problems most often seen as solved primarily by local 
efforts, including those associated with vandalism, 
solid waste disposal, health and hospital services, 
parks and campgrounds, and fire protection, are the 
traditional domains of county and municipal govern­
ments. With the possible exception of solid waste 
disposal, few respondents indicated that regional 
councils had major roles in solving these traditional 
problems, either alone or in combination with other 
local governments.
Second, some topical areas have a tradition of 
federal or state involvement. This is the situation, for 
example, with funding social services, where nearly 
h a lf 'o f all respondents indicated that problems 
should be solved primarily by federal or state agen­
cies and another 22 percent indicated that they 
should be solved through the combined efforts of 
federal, state, and local governments. Only 14 per­
cent indicated that local governments should be pri­
marily responsible for funding social services, and 
only 14 percent responded that regional councils 
should be involved either primarily or in combination 
with other levels of government.
Several problems remain that have neither a 
strong tradition of local involvement nor a long tradi­
tion of federal, state, and local cooperation. Many of 
these are problems whose severity was not fully rec­
ognized until the 1960s and 1970s, and there remains 
considerable discussion about who is responsible for 
their solution. These are the problems for which 
county and city officials and policy council represen­
tatives more often envision a role for regional coun­
cils. For example, 15 percent of the respondents who 
saw energy development as a problem indicated that 
it should be solved primarily through regional coun­
cil efforts, and another 17 percent responded that 
regional councils should participate in the solution 
along with other levels of government. Viewed in this 
way, 26 percent of those responding to question 3 
indicated that regional councils should have some 
role in solving problems associated with public hous­
ing development and management, and 34 percent 
indicated that they should participate in solving 
problems associated with mental health services and 
counseling. Twenty-seven percent of the respondents 
indicated that regional councils should be involved in 
solving problems of environmental protection, and 24 
percent responded that they should participate in 
obtaining solutions to water pollution problems.
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With the exception of problems associated with ade­
quate and sanitary water supply, these are problems 
for which only a small fraction of the respondents 
indicated that local governments should be primarily 
responsible for the solutions. These also are problems 
that a relatively low percentage of respondents indi­
cated they were willing to commit resources to solve 
(question 4).
Responses to the four questions in table 3 were 
further examined to better understand the relative 
importance of regional councils in solving problems. 
For each respondent, all topical areas that he or she 
identified as problems were summed. The same pro­
cedure was applied to the remaining questions, and 
the results are in table 4. Overall, the 377 re­
spondents reported an average of 4.5 problems. 
Slightly over half (2.3) of all problems were identified 
as being regional in scope. The relative importance of 
the various levels of government in solving problems 
is shown in rows 3a-e. The preferred level at which 
most of the problems were to be solved was at the local 
level. The remaining levels of governments were less 
often seen as appropriately involved in the solutions. 
Regional councils, alone and in combination with 
other levels of government, were cited as appropri­
ately involved more often than special districts and 
about as often as state and federal agencies.
There were differences between counties and cit­
ies and among cities of different population sizes. 
Respondents from counties and from cities with pop­
ulations greater than 2,500 identified more prob­
lems, on average, than did respondents from smaller 
cities. Respondents from cities with populations 
greater than 2,500 identified the most problems as 
regional in scope. Regional councils were more often 
accepted as appropriately involved in solutions by 
respondents from cities with populations under 500 
and over 2,500.
Table 5 shows a somewhat different picture. All 
respondents were divided into four groups according 
to whether they were county board chairpersons, 
county policy council representatives who were not 
chairpersons, mayors, or city representatives who 
were not mayors. Policy council representatives from 
both counties and cities identified more problems and 
indicated that more of the problems were regional in 
scope, on average, than did either county board chair­
persons or mayors. They were also more likely to 
prescribe a role for regional councils in solving the 
problems, either alone or in combination with other 
levels of government. County board chairpersons and 
county policy council representatives also indicated a 
greater role for federal and state agencies than did 
city respondents.
Finally, region-by-region differences are reported in 
appendix table 1. Respondents from regions 11 and 12 in 
Colorado identified more problems than other substate 
districts, averaging 8.8 and 7.8, respectively. Re­
spondents from Southern Iowa and Colorado Region 10 
identified an average of 5.5 and 5.4 problems, respec­
tively. The remaining regions identified an average of 
between 3.1 and 3.8 problems. The regions that identi-
Table 4. Average responses to questions about the 
problems, by counties and cities.
extent, scope, preferred level of solution. and commitment of resources
Cities with populations of
Total Counties
Less than 
500 500-2,500
Greater than 
2,500
Total number of respondents 337 128 42 n o 57
1. Average number of topical areas identified 
as a problem for respondent's unit of 
government. (Question 1 in Table 3)
4.5 4.9 4.2 3.9 4.9
2. Average number of problems identified as 
being regional in scope (Question 2).
2.3 2.4 2.3 1.9 2.7
3. Average number of problems respondents 
said should be solved by (Question 3):
(a) local governments alone 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.6
(b) special districts 0.2 0.3 0.1 0.2 0.2
(c) state or federal agencies 0.8 1.2 0.5 0.6 . 0.5
(d) regional councils, either alone or 
in combination with other levels 
of government
0.8 0.7 1.1 0.7 1.1
(e) combinations of local governments, 
special districts, and state or 
federal agencies, but not regional 
councils
0.5 0.6 0.5 0.4 0.4
4. Average number of problems to which 
respondents said they would be willing 
to commit resources (Question 4).
3.8 4.1 3.2 3.3 4.5
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Table 5. Average responses of county board chairpersons, mayors, and policy council representatives to questions about
the extent, scope, preferred level of solution, and commitment of resources to problems.
Counties Cities
Chairpersons P.C. Reps Only Mayors P.C. Reps Only
Total number of respondents 86 42 167 42
1. Average number of topical areas 
identified as a problem for 
respondent's unit of government 
(Question 1 in table 3).
4.9 5.1 3.9 5.4
2. Average number of problems identified
as being regional in scope (Question 2).
3. Average number of problems respondents 
said should be solved by (Question 3).
2.3 2.6 1.9 3.2
(a) local governments alone 2.0 2.0 2.1 2.3
(b) special districts 0.3 0.4 0.1 0.3
(c) state or federal agencies 1.2 1.2 0.5 0.6
(d) regional councils, either alone or 
in combination with other levels 
of government
0.6 1.0 0.7 1.7
(e) combinations of local governments, 
special districts, and state or 
federal agencies, but not regional 
councils.
0.7 0.4 0.5 0.5
4. Average number of problems to which 
respondents said they would be willing 
to commit resources (Question 4).
4.0 4.-3 3.4 4.7
fied the most topical areas as problems also had the 
highest average number of problems identified as being 
regional in scope and the highest average number of 
problems that should be solved by regional councils, 
either alone or in combination with other levels of 
government.
Alternative Forms 
of Regional Organization
For some of the problems facing local govern­
m ents, regional organizations such as regional 
councils are viewed as appropriately involved in the 
solution, but considerable debate continues about 
how much power and authority regional councils 
should be allowed. Some scholars, whose views are 
often reflected in publications of the Advisory Com­
mission on Intergovernmental Relations (ACIR), ar­
gue that more authority should be delegated to 
regional organizations so that they can implement 
regional plans and attain greater efficiency in public 
administration. Others argue that participation in 
regional councils should remain voluntary, and their 
authority should increase incrementally at the dis­
cretion of local governments (Wikstrom, 1977).
In this study, the specific forms of regional organiza­
tion that respondents viewed as acceptable were probed 
systematically through the sequence of alternatives 
shown in table 6. Respondents were presented with five 
forms of regional organization, arranged in order of 
increasing regional centralization and control. These 
forms were suggested by previous research (ACIR,
1977) and modified for use in this study. The least 
centralized form of organization, voluntary cooperation 
between local governments as needs arise, was accept­
able to 95 percent of all respondents. Long-term volun­
tary associations of local governments, a form similar to 
many existing regional councils, were acceptable to 85 
percent of all respondents. Multicounty single service 
special districts were acceptable to 72 percent of all 
respondents.
The fourth form of organization is one that splits 
authority between local governments and a multi­
county regional government. Under this arrange­
ment, the regional governments are responsible for 
regionwide problems while local governments con­
tinue to deal with local needs. Sixty-two percent of all 
respondents found this arrangement acceptable. The 
last form of organization was one where the respon­
sibilities of the current local governments and special 
districts would be absorbed by a full-scale regional 
government. This form, in sharp contrast to the pre­
vious four forms, was acceptable only to a small frac­
tion of all respondents, and 86 percent indicated that 
it was not an acceptable alternative.
This overall response pattern indicates that, col­
lectively, respondents were more resistant to the 
more centralized forms of regional organization. A 
majority, however, did indicate that the two-tier sys­
tem was acceptable, and most respondents rejected 
only the last, most centralized alternative. Although 
past attempts to form regional authorities similar to 
the two-tier system have repeatedly failed in public 
referenda, these data suggest that many public offi-
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Table 6. Percentage of respondents for whom the alternative forms of regional organization are acceptable, by counties and cities. 
Question: In thinking about the regional issues that your local government needs to respond to, please indicate which
of the following forms of regional organization you
Total(337) Counties(128)
Form of reqional organization
Percent*
"Yes"
Percent
"No"
Percent
"Yes"
Percent
"No"
Voluntary cooperation between 
local governments (including 
intergovernmental contracts 
for services) as needs arise.
95% 4% 97% 2%
Long-term voluntary associa­
tion of local governments.
85 13 84 11
Multicounty single service 
special districts that 
address functional problems 
as they arise, while local 
governments continue to deal 
with local needs.
72 26 74 23
A two-tier system consisting 
of a multi county organization 
with responsibility for 
regional needs, and local 
governments to deal with 
local needs.
62 36 64 34
Full scale regional govern­
ment for the area that com­
bines present local govern­
ments and special districts 
into a single one.
13 86 11 88
♦"Don't know" responses account for the differences between 100 percent
cials may be more receptive to regional reorganiza­
tion than was previously thought.
The remaining columns of table 6 show the dif­
ferences between counties and cities of different pop­
ulation sizes. Cities with populations greater than 
2,500 were consistently more accepting of all forms of 
regional organization, whereas cities with popula­
tions between 500 and 2,500 were the least accepting 
of the three intermediate forms of regional organiza­
tion—long-term voluntary associations, multicounty 
single-service special districts, and the two-tier sys­
tem. A substantial minority of respondents in the 
North Iowa and Nebraska Cornhusker regions did 
indicate that a full-scale regional government was 
acceptable (appendix table 2).
Local Officials’ Opinions on 
Regional Council Roles and Activities
Regional councils have been part of the rural po­
litical scene for over a decade, but their relationships 
with local governments remain unclear. A  portion of 
this ambiguity may be ascribed to lack of consensus 
regarding the proper roles of regional councils and 
their staffs. Respondents in this study were asked 
what they thought were the appropriate roles and 
activities of regional councils, their policy councils 
and staffs. They were further asked whether these 
roles and activities were being effectively performed 
and which were valued most.
find acceptable.
Cities with populations of
Less than 500(42) 500-2,500(110) Greater than 2,500(57)
Percent Percent Percent Percent Percent Percent
"Yes" "No" "Yes" "No" "Yes" "No"
93% 7% 93% 6% 97% 3%
88 12 79 18 95 5
71 29 63 36 83 16
67 33 57 40 65 32
12 88 11 86 21 79
and the sum of the "yes" and "no" responses.
In the past, some public officials have questioned 
the "voluntary” nature of regional councils because 
local government receipt of federal assistance was 
contingent upon regional council review and com­
ment on grant applications. Regional councils were 
sometimes seen as another layer of government, re­
ceiving federal or state funds that might otherwise 
support local projects (ACIR, 1973). But many of the 
federal programs supporting regional councils have 
been terminated or have had their budgets dramat­
ically reduced. The future of regional councils may 
now depend more on local government financial sup­
port and approval. Accordingly, respondents were 
asked whether they view regional councils as an at­
tempt by federal agencies to impose federal control 
over historically local activities. Do they expect re­
gional councils to survive after federal funds are 
withdrawn?
Opinions About Regional Councils
Respondents were asked their views about the 
role of regional councils as intermediary organiza­
tions between local governments and federal and 
state agencies and about the popular and financial 
support that regional councils can expect from their 
constituents. Twelve questionnaire items were con­
structed to obtain respondents’ opinions about these 
issues (table 7). All items were followed by five re­
sponse categories: strongly agree, agree, uncertain, 
disagree, and strongly disagree. The "strongly agree”
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and "agree” responses were combined and presented 
as the percentage of respondents who agreed with the 
statement. The "disagree” and "strongly disagree” 
responses are combined as the percentage who dis­
agreed. For most statements, the sum of the percent­
ages who agreed and disagreed does not equal 100 
percent; the difference indicates "uncertain” and 
"don’t know” responses.
In general terms, there was widespread accep­
tance of regional councils and little suspicion about 
federal or state motives for encouraging their forma­
tion. Among all respondents, 87 percent agreed that 
regional councils are a good way for local govern­
ments to pool resources to address problems that go
beyond local boundaries (table 7). Regional councils 
also were seen by 82 percent of all respondents as a 
good way to make expensive planning experience 
available to local communities, and 81 percent agreed 
that they are an acceptable way to cope with federal 
mandates and regulations. Respondents were much 
less certain that regional councils are an acceptable 
way for local governments to reduce federal or state 
control over local governments.
In contrast, relatively few respondents viewed re­
gional councils as organizations imposed by federal or 
state mandates to limit local governmental authority. 
Only 20 percent of all respondents agreed that regional 
councils are part of a federal effort to limit local govem-
Table 7. Percentage of respondents who agree or disagree with the roles of regional councils in regional affairs, by counties and cities.
Question: Would you strongly agree, agree, be uncertain, disagree or strongly disagree with the role of regional councils in regional 
affairs?
Cities with populations of:
All Respondents (337) Counties 028) Less than 500 (42) 500-2,500(110) Greater than 2,500(57)
Percent Percent Percent Percent Percent Percent Percent Percent Percent Percent
Agree* Disagree* Agree* Disagree* Agree* Disagree* Agree* Disagree* Agree* Disagree*
Regional councils of governments 
are a good way for local govern­
ments to pool resources to ad­
dress problems that go beyond 
local boundaries.
87 6 92 6 83 2 81 5 91 7
Regional councils of governments 
are a good way to make expensive 
planning experience available to 
local communities.
82 9 84 10 71 12 84: 8 84 7
Regional councils are an accept­
able way for local governments, 
to cope with federal mandates 
and regulations.
81 9 82 7 76 9 82 9 81 14
Regional councils are an accept­
able way for local governments 
to reduce federal or state 
control over local government.
40 37 43 33 38 36 40 39 32 46
Regional councils are part of a 
federal effort to limit local 
government authority.
20 65 22 66 14 71 20 58 21 71
Regional councils are imposed on 
local governments by federal 
mandates.
24 60 27 62 12 69 22 54 30 60
Regional councils are part of a 
state effort to limit local gover­
nment authority.
11 79 11 79 5 83 11 78 16 77
Regional councils are imposed on 
local governments by state man­
dates.
18 64 25 63 12 69 13 58 16 74
Regional councils are not accept­
able because they remove control 
from local governments.
11 80 15 78 12 74 6 83 12 84
Regional councils could not con­
tinue to operate if federal funds 
were discontinued.
75 12 81 9 69 12 72 13 74 18
Many local governments would with­
draw from membership in RC0G if 
federal funds were discontinued.
72 15 83 8 64 12 67 17 63 26
If it came to a referendum, citi- 44 25 39 28 52 17 47 26 46 23
zens in this region would ratify 
the regional council’s continued 
operation.
♦"Agree" and "strongly agree" responses are combined, as are "disagree" and "strongly disagree" responses. The difference between 100 percent an 
the sum of the "agree" and "disagree" percentages represents "uncertain" or "don't know" responses.
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mental authority, and only 24 percent agreed that re­
gional councils were imposed by federal mandates. 
Respondents from cities with populations less than 500 
were the least likely to agree with these two state­
ments. Parallel statements about state efforts to limit 
local governmental authority and impose regional 
councils on local governments received even less sup­
port—only 11 percent and 18 percent agreed, respec­
tively. Only 11 percent of all respondents indicated that 
regional councils are not acceptable because they re­
move control from local governments.
The generally widespread acceptance of regional 
councils does not translate to a financial endorse­
ment or an outpouring of public support. Seventy-five 
percent of all respondents agreed that regional coun­
cils could not continue to operate without federal 
funds. Seventy-two percent agreed that many local 
governments would withdraw from regional council 
membership if federal funds were discontinued, an 
opinion most frequently held by respondents from 
county governments. Only 44 percent of all re­
spondents agreed that citizens in their region would 
ratify the continued operation of regional councils in 
a public referendum. County respondents were again 
the most skeptical, and many respondents from both 
counties and cities indicated that they were uncer­
tain or "didn’t know” how a referendum would turn 
out.
Region-by-region differences in opinions about re­
gional councils are reported in appendix table 3. In 
general, the percentages of respondents who agreed 
with the 12 statements varied appreciably. For example, 
respondents from regions 11 and 10 in Colorado least 
frequently agreed that regional councils are a good way 
to make expensive planning expertise available to local 
communities and that regional councils are a good way 
to cope with federal mandates and regulations. They 
more often agreed that regional councils are imposed on 
local governments by federal mandates. Differences in 
opinions within a single state can be illustrated by the 
responses from Nebraska to the statement that citizens 
would ratify the regional councils’ continued operation 
if it came to a referendum. Seventy-one percent agreed 
in the Comhusker Region while only 14 percent agreed 
in the Panhandle Region.
Opinions About Policy Council Roles
Policy councils are the governing bodies of re­
gional councils. They are composed of representatives 
from member local governments, usually elected 
county and city officials or their appointees. Policy 
councils in the five states in this study met anywhere 
from 2 to 12 times annually to set general policy 
objectives and review professional staff operations. 
Since there is often disagreement about the proper 
scope of policy council roles, all respondents were 
asked what roles they viewed as appropriate and how
effectively they were being performed. The state­
ments describing selected roles are contained in ta­
bles 8 through 11. The selected roles are not mutually 
exclusive nor exhaustive, but sample major domains 
of policy council activities as identified by previous 
research.
For each of the six policy council roles, all re­
spondents were asked three questions: (1) "Please tell 
me if the policy council performs this role” ; (2) "Is the 
policy council very effective, somewhat effective, or 
not effective in performing this role?” ; and (3) "Do you 
think it is appropriate that the policy council serves 
in this role?”3 Responses to statements about the 
appropriateness of selected policy council roles are 
considered first (table 8). The number responding to 
each item reflects the number of respondents who 
indicated that their regional council performs the 
role. The response categories for each statement 
were: appropriate, not appropriate, and don’t know. 
Table 8 gives the percentage of replies of appropriate 
and not appropriate. The differences between 100 
percent and the sum of the percentages appropriate 
and not appropriate represent the "don’t know” 
responses.
The overall percentage of "appropriate” responses 
was high for all items in table 8, suggesting that most 
respondents view the six selected roles as properly 
belonging to the domain of routine policy council 
activities. The two roles that respondents most often 
indicated were appropriate were to (1) serve as a 
forum for discussing regionwide problems and (2) 
review and coordinate applications for federal grants- 
in-aid, which most notably includes the A-95 Review 
and Comment clearinghouse activities discussed in 
the opening section of this report. Most respondents 
indicated that the remaining four roles also were 
appropriate. Eighty-three percent responded that it 
was appropriate for policy councils to promote a 
"regional perspective” among local governments, and 
for 84 percent it was appropriate for policy councils to 
implement comprehensive and functional plans for 
the region. Resistance to policy councils was highest 
when the role suggested direct interference with the 
operations of local governments. Thus, the highest 
percentage "not appropriate” came in response to the 
role of assisting local governments to form contracts 
or agreements among each other. Nineteen percent 
indicated that such assistance was not appropriate.
There were very few differences between re­
spondents from counties and cities (table 8). However, 
differences did appear depending on the respondent’s
3Most respondents did not answer the question about effectiveness 
if they indicated that the policy council did not perform the role. 
Many respondents also did not respond to the question about 
appropriateness. This is reflected in the difference between the 
total number of respondents (337) and the actual number respond­
ing to the items in tables 8 through 11.
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Table 8. Percentage of respondents who indicated that selected policy council roles were appropriate or not appropriate, by counties and cities.
Question: Do you think it is appropriate that the policy council serve in this role?
Cities with populations of:______________________________________________
All respondents(N=337) Counties (128)______  Less than 500 (42) 500-2,500(110)______  Greater than 2,500(57)
Number Percent: Number Percent: Number Percent: Number Percent: Number Percent:
Responding approp. Responding approp. Responding approp. Responding approp. Responding approp.
Policy Council Role not approp. not approp. not approp. not approp. not approp.
Serve as a forum 329 91% 127 92% 39 92% 106 91% 57 88%
for discussing 
regionwide problems.
5% 6% 5% 3% 9%
Assist in the for- 299 75 118 76 33 82 95 66 53 83
mation of formal 19 20 9 25 13
contracts or agree­
ments between local
governments.
Promote a "regional 
perspective" among
318 83 124 79 36 81 105 84 53 91
13 17 14 11 6
local governments.
Implement compre- 313 84 120 86 36 83 103 84 54 83
hensive plans and 
specific functional 
plans for the region.
12 11 11 12 15
Establish priorities 311 80 121 79 32 75 102 81 56 80
among regional . 
problems.
15 17 19 11 16
Review and coordinate 327 91 126 91 39- 92 106 92 56 89
application for 
federal grants-in-aid.
6 7 5 5 9
Avg. percent appropriate 84% 84% 85% 83% 86%
Avg. percent not appropriate 12% 13% 10% Tl% 11%
Table 9. Percentage of county chairpersons and policy council representatives, and city mayors and policy council representatives who indicated 
that selected policy council roles were appropriate or not appropriate.
Question: Do you think it is appropriate that the policy council serve in this role?
Counties Cities
Chairpersons (86) P.C. Reps Only (42) Mayor (167) P.C. Rep. Onlv (42)
Number Percent: Number Percent: Number Percent: Number Percent:
Responding approp. Responding approp. Responding approp. Responding not approp.
Policy Council Role not approp. not approp. not approp. not approp.
Serve as a forum for discussing 86 88% 41 100% 160 89% 42 95%
regionwide problems. 8% 0% 6% 2%
Assist in the formation of 79 73 39 82 145 71 36 86
formal contracts or agreements 23 15 20 14
between governments.
Promote a "regional perspective" 83 80 41 85 154 83 40 93
among local governments. 19 12 11 5
Implement comprehensive plans 81 85 39 87 152 82 41 88
and specific functional plans 11 10 13 12
for the region.
Establish priorities among 84 76 37 86 150 77 40 90
regional problems. 18 14 15 10
Review and coordinate 85 86 41 100 160 89 41 98
applications for federal 11 0 7 2
grants-in-aid.
Avg. percent appropriate 82% 90% 82% 92%
Avg. percent not appropriate 15% 8% 12% 7%
position in relation to the regional council. In table 9, 
all respondents were separated according to whether 
they were county board chairpersons, mayors, or pol­
icy council respresentatives. A consistently higher 
percentage of both county and city policy council 
representatives indicated that the policy council roles 
were appropriate. For example, all county policy 
council representatives and 95 percent of the repre­
sentatives from cities indicated that it was appropri­
ate for policy  councils to serve as a forum for 
discussing regionwide problems, compared with 88 
percent of the chairpersons and 89 percent of the 
mayors. Region-by-region differences are reported in 
appendix table 4. Of particular interest were South 
Dakota Region 5 and the Nebraska Panhandle, 
where consistently lower percentages of respondents 
viewed their policy council roles as appropriate.
Responses to questions about the effectiveness of 
policy councils in performing the six selected roles 
are reported in tables 10 and 11. The number respond­
ing to each item varied widely, depending on the 
number of respondents who indicated that their re­
gional council performs the role. Thus, 321 of the 337 
respondents indicated that their regional council 
served as a forum for discussing regionwide prob­
lems, while only 231 responded that their regional 
council assisted in the formation of formal contracts 
or agreements between local governments. The re­
sponse categories for each statement were: very effec­
tive, somewhat effective, and not effective. The 
difference between 100 percent and the sum of these 
responses reflects the percentage who said they 
"didn’t know.”
One pattern to the overall responses about the 
effectiveness of policy council roles is that the roles 
most often identified as being performed also were 
the roles most often evaluated as very or somewhat 
effectively performed. For example, 36 percent of 321 
respondents indicated that policy councils were very 
effective in serving as a forum for discussing region­
wide problems, and another 54 percent responded 
that they were somewhat effective in performing this 
role. Similarly, a total of 89 percent indicated that 
regional councils were either very or somewhat effec­
tive in reviewing and coordinating applications for 
federal grants-in-aid. The role least often identified 
as performed—that of assisting in the formation of 
formal contracts and agreements— also was reported 
as very or somewhat effectively performed by a rela­
tively low 77 percent. Most of the remaining 23 per­
cent responded that they "didn’t know” how effective 
the policy council was.
A consistent pattern of differences between coun­
ties and cities and among cities of different sizes also 
is evident. Overall, respondents from cities with pop­
ulations of less than 500 were the ones who most often 
evaluated policy council roles as not effectively per­
formed, while least often indicating that the roles
were very or somewhat effectively performed. In con­
trast, respondents from cities with populations over 
2,500 most often evaluated these roles as very or 
somewhat effectively performed. Response patterns 
for county respondents were very similar to those for 
respondents from the cities with populations over 
2,500.
The differences between chairpersons, mayors, 
and policy council representatives regarding the 
"appropriateness” of the selected roles (table 9) ap­
pear again for the question about effectiveness (table 
11). County policy council representatives most often 
indicated that the policy councils were very effective, 
whereas mayors least often indicated that these roles 
were very effectively performed. There were no con­
sistent region-by-region variations in the sum of all 
respondents who indicated that the regional councils 
were very or somewhat effective in performing their 
roles (appendix table 5).
Opinions About Professional Staff Activities
One of the functions of regional councils is to 
provide technical assistance and other specialized 
services to member counties and cities. Most tech­
nical assistance and special services are provided by 
the professional staffs. The scope and extent to which 
professional staff assistance and services are consid­
ered appropriate are subjects of debate. For example, 
some observers view professional staffs as unrespon­
sive, insulated bureaucracies that divert resources 
away from the counties and cities, while others view 
them as a politically desirable and economically fea­
sible way to handle planning and service problems.
In this study, all respondents were asked what 
activities they saw as appropriate for regional council 
staffs and how effectively they were being performed. 
Ten major activities are listed in tables 12 through 15. 
The questions and response frameworks for staff ac­
tivities parallel those for policy council roles. All 
respondents were initially asked whether the re­
gional council’s staff performs the activity. Then re­
spondents were asked whether the staff was "very, 
somewhat, or not effective” in performing this ac­
tivity and whether this was an appropriate activity.4
Responses to the 10 items about the appropri­
ateness of the major staff activities are considered 
first (table 12). Three response categories were pro­
vided: appropriate, not appropriate, and don’t know. 
The differences between 100 percent and the sum of 
the appropriate and not appropriate percentages rep­
resent "don’t know” responses. Over 90 percent o f all
4Most respondents did not answer the question about effectiveness 
if they indicated that the professional staff did not perform the 
activity. Many respondents also did not respond to the question 
about appropriateness. This is reflected in the difference between 
the total number of respondents (337) and the actual number 
responding to the items in tables 12-15.
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Table 10. Percentage of respondents who indicated that policy council roles are very, somewhat, or not effectively performed, by counties and 
cities.
Question: Is the policy council very effective, somewhat effective, or not effective in performing these roles.?
Cities with populations of:
All Respondents (337) Counties (128) Less than 500 (42) 500-2,500(110) Greater than 2,500(57)
Number Percent: Number Percent: Number Percent: Number Percent: Number Percent:
Responding Very, Responding Very, Responding Very, Responding Very, Res ponding Very,
Somewhat, Somewhat, Somewhat, Somewhat, Somewhat,
Policy Council Role Not Effect: Not Effect: Not Effect: Not Effect: Not Effect:
Serve as a forum for 321 36% 122 47% 36 28% 106 23% 57 40%
discussing region- 54% 44% 56% 66% 51%
wide problems. 5% 3% 11% 5% 7%
Assist in the for- 231 38 89 46 28 39 71 25 43 42
mation of formal 39 39 18 41 49
contracts of agree- 7 1 18 13 2
ments between local
governments.
Promote a "regional 290 25 107 27 33 24 99 22 51 26
perspective" among 60 58 55 62 65
local governments. 5 7 9 3 4
Implement compre- 287 33 111 33 27 27 94 31 52 38
hensive plans and 53 56 61 50 47
specific functional 4 1 0 7 9
plans for the region. '
Establish priorities 278 33 105 34 27 19 94 31 52 40
among regional 49 54 48 46 46
problems. 6 3 19 5 8
Review and coordinate 316 52 121 56 35 43 105 47 55 56
applications for 37 36 43 36 40
federal grants-in-aid. 4 3 6 7 2
Avg. percent very effective 36% 41% 30% 30% 41%
Avg. percent somewhat effective 49% 48% 48% 51% 50%
Avg. percent not effective 5% 3% 10% 6% 5%
Table 11. Percentage of county chairpersons and policy council representatives, and city mayors and policy council representatives who indicated 
that selected policy council roles were very, somewhat or not effectively performed. ___________________________________ _________
Question: Is the policy council very effective, somewhat effective, or not effective in performing these roles?
__________ Counties______________________  _____________________ Cities_______________________
Chairpersons (86) P.C. Reps Only (42) Mayors (167)___________  P.C. Reps Only (42)
Number
Responding
Percent: 
Very, 
Somewhat, 
Not Effect:
Number
Responding
Percent: 
Very, 
Somewhat, 
Not Effect:
Number
Responding
Percent: 
Very, 
Somewhat, 
Not Effect:
Number
Responding
Percent: 
Very, 
Somewhat, 
Not Effect:
Serve as a forum for discussing 
regionwide problems
80 44%
44%
4%
42 52%
45%
0%
157 26%
62%
7%
42 41%
52%
5%
Assist in the formation of 
formal contracts or agree­
ments between local governments
56 39
41
2
33 58
36
0
114 32
37
12
28 39
46
4
Promote a "regional perspective" 
among local governments.
70 23
57
9
37 35
60
3
146 25.
59
4
37 19
70
5
Implement comprehensive plans 
and specific functional plans 
for the region.
75 31
55
1
36 39
58
0
139 30
52
6
37 41
49
8
Establish priorities among 
regional problems.
72 31
56
3
. 33 42
52
3
136 25
50
10
37 57
32
3
Review and coordinate applica­
tions for federal grants-in-aid.
79 57
32
4
42 55
43
0
153 46
40
7
42 60
33
2
Avg. percent very effective 
Avg. percent somewhat effective
40%
47%
47%
49%
31%
51%
43%
47%
Avg. percent not effective 4% t %
4%
bS * Table 12. Percentage of respondents who indicated that selected professional staff activities were appropriate or not appropriate, by counties
and cities. - : ______________  . ______ ~ '
Question: Is this activity an appropriate activity?
Cities with populations of:
All resDondents (3371 Counties (128) Less than 500 (42) 500-2,500(110) Greater thari 2,500(57)
Number
Professional Staff Responding
Percent: 
approp. 
not approp.
Number
Responding
Percent: 
approp. 
not approp.
Number
Responding
Percent: 
approp. 
not approp.
Number
Responding
Percent: 
approp. 
not approp.
Number
Responding
Percent: 
approp. 
not approp.
Provide comprehensive 
physical planning 
(land use, housing, 
transportation, etc.).
312 84%
12%
120 85%
13%
35 86%
9%
101 82%
10%
56 84%
13%
Provide economic 
development planning 
and programming 
(CEDPs, etc.).
307 83
11
119 83
13
30 80
13
103 84
10
55 86
9
Provide comprehensive 
social planning 
(health and welfare, 
historic preservation, 
etc.).
298 64
29
116 62
33
31 71
23
100 62
30
51 71
22
Prepare applications 
for federal and/or state 
grants for regional 
planning.
322 91
6
125 92
6
39 92
3
102 89
7
56 91
5
Provide technical 
planning assistance to 
member governments.
320 91
7
122 93
6
37 92
5
105 88
8
56 89
7
Provide assistance in 
solving local govern­
ment management problems.
273 48
46
109 40
57
28 68
25
i 86 51
41
50 50
42
Promote new federal 
programs in local 
communities.
307 70
25
117 68
30
36 75
17
100 71
21
54 69
26
Help local government 
officials write grant 
applications.
323 91
5
125 91
6
37 95
0
106 91
5
55 91
6
Expedite (bird-dog) 
grant applications 
after they have been 
submitted to an 
agency.
314 87
9
124 90
8
36 81
14
101 86
7
53 87
9
Lobby for state and 
federal funds for 
local governments.
299 60
34
117 57
40
33 61
33
98 58
32
51 67
26
Avg. percent appropriate 78% 77% 81% 77% 79%
Avg. percent not appropriate 18% 17% 14% 14% 16%
respondents indicated that it was appropriate for pro­
fessional staffs to (1) prepare applications for federal 
or state grants for regional planning, (2) provide 
technical planning assistance to member govern­
ments, and (3) help local government officials write 
grant applications. Three additional activities also 
were viewed as appropriate by most respondents. 
Eighty-four percent indicated that it was appropriate 
for regional council staffs to provide comprehensive 
physical planning, and 83 percent responded that the 
staffs should engage in economic development plan­
ning and programming. Eighty-seven percent indi­
cated that it was appropriate for the staffs to expedite 
a grant application after submission in order to speed 
the processing of the grant and improve its chances of 
being funded (table 12). Differences among counties 
and cities of different sizes were relatively small for 
these statements.
A substantial number of all respondents viewed 
the remaining four professional staff activities with
greater circumspection. The activity to which re­
spondents were least supportive had to do with re­
gional council involvement in local government 
management. Forty-eight percent of the respondents 
reported that it was appropriate for the staff to pro­
vide local governments with assistance in solving 
management problems, but 46 percent indicated that 
it was not appropriate. Professional staff involvement 
in social issues also was viewed with some suspicion. 
Although 64 percent of all respondents indicated that 
it was appropriate for professional staffs to provide 
comprehensive social planning, 29 percent responded 
that it was not appropriate. The other two items re­
ceiving a substantial number of "not appropriate” 
responses may imply that many local officials do not 
think professional staffs ought to be activists or advo­
cates for either federal or state agencies or local gov­
ernments. Twenty-five percent of all respondents 
indicated that professional staff activities aimed at 
promoting new federal programs were not appropri-
Table 13. Percentage of county chairpersons and policy council representatives, and city mayors and policy council representatives who indicated 
that selected professional staff activities were appropriate or not appropriate. -_____________ _____________________________
Question: Is this activity an appropriate activity?
_______________ Counties___________________________  _________Cities
Chairpersons (86) P.C. Reps Only (42) Mayors (167) P.C. Reps Only (42)
Number
Responding
Percent: 
approp. 
not approp.
Number
Responding
Percent: 
approp. 
not approp.
Number
Responding
Percent: 
approp. 
not approp.
Number
Responding
Percent: 
approp. 
not approp.
Provide comprehensive physical 
planning (land use, housing, 
transportation, etc.).
81 82%
16%
39 92%
8%
152 82%
11%
40 88%
10%
Provide economic development 
planning and programming 
(CEDPs, etc.).
79 80
15
40 90
8
149 81
11
39 92
5
Provide comprehensive social 
planning (health and welfare, 
historic preservation, etc.).
77 62
34
39 62
31
144 65
26
38 68
29
Prepare applications for 
federal and/or state grants 
for regional planning.
83 89
7
42 98
2
157 89
7
40 98
0
Provide technical planning 
assistance to member 
governments.
84 91
8
38 100
0
157 87
8
41 98
2
Provide assistance in 
solving local government 
management problems.
73 44
53
36 33
64
132 51
41
32 66
28
Promote new federal programs 
in local communities. 80 64
34
37 76
22
150 67
24
40 85
13
Help local government 
officials write grant 
applications.
84 91
8
41 93
2
157 90
5
41 97
0
Expedite (bird-dog) grant 
applications after they have 
been submitted to an agency.
83 87%
11%
41 95%
2%
152 84%
9%
38 90%
8%
Lobby for state and federal 
funds for local governments.
80 53
44
37 68
32
147 59
31
35 69
26
Avg. percent appropriate 75% 81% 76% 86%
Avg. percent not appropriate 22% 16% 17% 11%
Table 14. Percentage of respondents who indicated that professional staff activities are very, somewhat, or not effectively performed, by 
counties and cities.
Question: Are they (professional staffs) very, somewhat or not effective in performing this activity?
Cities with populations of:
All respondents (337) Counties (128) Less than 500 (42) 500-2,500(110) Greater thani 2,500(57)
Number
Responding
Percent:
Very,
Number Percent: 
Responding Very,
Number
Responding
Percent:
Very,
Number Percent: 
Responding Very,
Number
Responding
Percent:
Very,
Professional Staff Somewhat, Somewhat, Somewhat, Somewhat, Somewhat,
Activity Not Effect: Not Effect: Not Effect: Not Effect: Not Effect:
Provide comprehensive 285 42% no 46% 32 38% 92 35% 51 47%
physical planning 45% 45% 41% 51% 39% .
(land use* housing, 
transportation, etc.)
2r%
-
2% 6% 0% 4%
Provide economic 275 31 106 34 27 22 91 29 51 35
development planning 47 49 48 42 51
and programming 
(CEDPs, etc.)
9 7 4 13 8
Provide comprehensive 223 26 85 28 22 23 75 21 41 29
social planning 47 42 55 47 51
(health and welfare, 
historic presentation, 
etc.)
10 11 5 12 7
Prepare applications 302 53 120 59 34 44 95 48 53 51
for federal and/or 34 29 35 36 42
state grants for 
regional planning.
3 3 3 2 2
Provide technical 305 52 118 53 35 43 98 38 54 52
planning assistance 41 37 43 45 41
to member governments. 2 3 .3 4 2
Provide assistance in 150 20 52 15 19 42 51 16 28 21
solving local govern- 45 50 26 47 46
ment management 
problems.
7 10 5 4 7
Promote new federal 244 27 91 22 33 24 76 30 44 32
programs in local 53 58 52 45 57
communi ties. 8 10 6 8 5
Help local govern- 307 57% 120 62% 35 51% 102 50% 50 64%
ment officials write 29% 27% 29% 32% 30%
grant application. 2% 4% 0% 7% 2%
Expedite (bird-dog) 291 38 118 46 . 32 28 95 33 46 37
grant applications 38 39 ; 31 37 44
after they have been 
submitted to an agency.
8 5 16 11 4
Lobby for state and 207 27 73 33 22 27 73 23 39 21
federal funds for local 33 36 36 29 36
governments. 5 7 0 4 5
Avg. percent very effective 39% 43% 35% 35% 41%
Avg. percent somewhat effective 41% 40% 40% , 41% 43%
Avg. percent not effective 5% 6% 5% 6% 4%
ate, and 34 percent reported that it was not appropri­
ate for the staffs to lobby for state and federal funds 
for local governments. A  greater percentage of county 
than city respondents indicated that these four items 
were not appropriate. There were few consistent dif­
ferences among cities of different sizes, however.
City and county policy council representatives 
provided the highest average percentages of "appro­
priate” responses (table 13), a result that repeats the 
pattern found for policy council roles (table 11). City 
policy council representatives averaged 86 percent 
"appropriate” responses and the county policy coun­
cil representatives averaged 81 percent, compared 
with averages of 75 percent and 76 percent for chair­
persons and mayors, respectively. Region-by-region 
differences, reported in appendix table 6, suggest 
appreciable variability between regions and from 
item to item. Several regions, however, indicated con­
sistently higher percentages of "not appropriate” re­
sponses. These regions included South Dakota 
Region 5, the Nebraska Panhandle, and Colorado 
Region 11.
The professional staff activities most often viewed 
as appropriate also were the activities most often 
seen as very effectively performed (table 14). Most 
respondents reported that the professional staffs 
were very effective in preparing applications for 
federal or state grants for regional planning, provid­
ing technical assistance to member governments, 
and helping local government officials write grant 
applications. The four activities most often seen as 
not appropriate also were least often viewed as very 
or somewhat effectively performed. A  relatively low 
65 percent of all respondents indicated that the staff 
was very or somewhat effective in solving local gov­
ernment management problems. Only 60 percent re­
sponded that the professional staffs were very or 
somewhat effective in lobbying for state or federal 
funds for local governments. These latter two items 
also represent the activities respondents least often 
indicated were performed, as reflected in the low 
number responding to the item. These also are the 
activities for which respondents most often did not 
know how well they were performed, as indicated by 
the differences between 100 percent and the sum of 
the percentages for very, somewhat, and not effective.
On average, respondents from counties and from 
cities with populations greater than 2,500 evaluated 
professional staff activities as very pr somewhat effec­
tively performed more often than did respondents 
from smaller cities. The percentages "not effective,” 
however, were very similar for counties and cities of 
all sizes, implying that respondents from smaller 
cities more often didn’t know whether activities were 
being effectively performed or not.
County policy council representatives tended to 
evaluate the professional staff activities as very effec­
tively and somewhat effectively performed more 
often than did chairpersons, mayors, or city policy 
council representatives (table 15). This continued a 
pattern observed earlier (tables 11 and 13). Region-by­
region differences, shown in appendix table 7, did not 
suggest that respondents from any one region were 
unusually positive or negative in their evaluations.
What Roles and Activities 
Are Most Important?
Respondents’ opinions have been inferred, until 
this point, from their responses to structured ques­
tionnaire statements. Opinions about what policy 
council roles and professional activities are most 
important to respondents were also probed through 
"open-ended” questions. All respondents were asked 
these questions:
As you think about the various needs of your 
local government, what is the most important 
type of support or assistance you receive from 
the regional council? What is the second most 
important support or assistance? What is the 
third most important?
In thinking about the needs of the region as a 
whole, what is the most important activity of 
the regional council? What is the second most 
important activity? The third most important?
Ten categories of assistance/activities were devel­
oped by a content analysis of the responses (table 16). 
The types of assistance/activities were ranked by 
adding together the total number of times they were 
mentioned as important types of local government 
assistance and important types of regional activities. 
Thus, the category "help with grant applications” 
was mentioned 217 times as the first, second, or third 
most important type of local assistance, and 151 times 
us the first, second, or third most important regional 
activity. These results were further elaborated on a 
region-by-region basis in appendix tables 8 and 9. For 
example in appendix table 8, comments about "help 
with grants” and "provide planning assistance” were 
ranked as most important an equal number of times 
in the Iowa Northland Region. In addition, comments 
relating to "help with grants” were ranked second 
more often than any other category of responses, 
while comments in the category "provide information 
and advise” were most often ranked third.
Two related conclusions can be drawn from these 
open-ended responses. First, grant application writ­
ing and community planning were clearly considered 
the most important activities. Help with grant ap­
plications was cited as the most important type of 
local assistance in every region in the study except 
the N ebraska Panhandle Region, where it was 
ranked second more often than any other category 
(appendix table 8). Help with grant applications also
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Table 15. Percentage of county chairpersons and policy council representatives, and city mayors and policy council representatives who indicated 
that selected professional staff activities were very, somewhat or not effectively performed?
Question: Are they (professional staffs) very, somewhat or not effective in performing this activity?
________Counties ________________________  _______________ Cities
Professional Staff Activity
Provide comprehensive physical 
planning (land use, housing, 
transportation, etc.).
Provide economic development 
planning and programming 
(CEDPs, etc.).
Provide comprehensive social 
planning (health and welfare, 
historic preservation, etc.).
Prepare applications for 
federal and/or state grants 
for regional planning.
Provide technical planning 
assistance to member govern­
ments .
Provide assistance in 
solving local government 
management problems.
Promote new federal programs 
in local communities.
Help local government 
officials write grant 
applications.
Expedite (bird-dog) grant 
applications after they have 
been submitted.
Lobby for state and federal 
funds for local governments.
Avg. percent very effective 
Avg. percent somewhat effective 
Avg. percent not effective
Chairpersons (86) P.C. Reps Only (42) Mayors (167) P.C. Reps Only (42)
Number Percent: Number Percent: Number Percent: Number Percent:
Responding Very, Responding Very, Responding Very, Responding Very,
Somewhat, Somewhat, Somewhat, Somewhat,
Not Effect: Not Effect: Not Effect: Not Effect:
73 43% 37 54% 141 37% 34 47%
45% 43% 46% 44%
3% 0% 2% 3%
68 37 38 29 130 30 39 28
41 63 44 51
9 3 11 8
54 24 31 36 108 19 30 40
44 39 50 47
9 13 11 3
81 61 39 54 145 44 37 65
26 36 40 27
5 0 2 3
81 49 37 60 146 43 41 42
36 40 40 54
4 0 3 2
37 11 15 27 78 22 20 25
51 47 40 55
11 7 6 0
63 25 28 14 119 32 34 21
51 75 46 62
13 4 6 9
79 57 41 71 148 55 39 49
32 17 29 39
5 2 4 5
79 46% 39 46% 137... 35% 36 25%
38% 41% 37% 42%
6% 3% 10% 8%
48 25 25 48 105 26 29 14
38 32 31 35
8 4 4 10
41% 46% 36% 37%
39% 42% 40% 42%
7% 3% 6% 5%
was ranked as the most important regional activity 
by respondents from 7 of the 12 regions (appendix 
table 9). The second most important form of local 
assistance was the provision of planning assistance. 
It was also the second most important regional 
activity. The provision o f information and advice 
ranked third in both lists in table 16, and the provi­
sion of technical assistance ranked fourth overall. 
Technical assistance is a broader term than planning 
assistance because it includes such activities as 
providing legal advice and assistance. The coordina­
tion of programs and services ranked seventh locally 
but fourth among regional activities. Other impor­
tant forms of assistance and regional activity were 
helping with needs assessment, providing a forum for 
discussion, help in administering projects, and assist­
ing with sanitation and water projects. Help with 
needs assessment often includes holding public meet­
ings or doing community needs surveys. All other
forms of assistance to local governments and regional 
activities were mentioned less frequently.
A  second conclusion drawn from the content anal­
ysis was that respondents did not seem to distinguish 
between regional council activities supporting spe­
cific community concerns and those supporting the 
region as a whole. The lists of response categories for 
the two questions (table 16), and even the rank order 
of their importance, were almost identical. This sug­
gests that respondents in rural areas do not view 
regional planning activities, which presumably are 
important for coordinating programs and preventing 
the proliferation of redundant services, as being dis­
tinct from activities directly affecting specific coun­
ties and cities. It is quite possible that local officials 
are not aware of regional planning efforts, if indeed 
regional planning is being done. Previous research 
has suggested that regional planning efforts in urban 
areas have not been effective because they have not
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Table 16. Respondents' opinions about the most important forms of assistance regional councils provide local governments, and the 
most important activities regional councils perform for the region as a whole.
Question: As you think about the various needs of .your local government, what is the most (second most, 
third most) important type of assistance you receive from the regional council?
Question: In thinking about the needs of the region as a whole, what is the most (second most, third most) 
important activity of the regional council?
Provide to local governments Provide to the region
Rank Type of Assistance/Acti vit.y
Total times 
mentioned
Frequency ranked: 
1st 2nd 3rd
Total times 
mentioned
Frequency ranked: 
1st 2nd 3rd
1. Help with grant applications 217 108 76 33 151 75 56 20
2. Provide planning assistance 93 41 34 18 84 33 32 19
3. Provide information and advice 88 26 28 34 72 28 27 17
4. Provide technical assistance 58 21 24 13 45 17 16 12
5. Locate and contact funding sources 36 21 6 9 47 19 10 18
6. Coordinate programs and services 21 8 3 10 57 34 10 13
7. Help with needs assessment 22 7 11 5 29 10 9 10
8. Provide forums for discussion 19 5 8 6 25 12 7 6
9. Help administrate projects 22 7 6 9 15 5 10 0
10. Sanitation and water assistance 14 12 0 2 22 16 3 3
forced local governments to order priorities or negoti­
ate trade-offs. In rural areas redundant services are 
probably very rare, while inadequate levels of service 
are more common. Regional council efforts to im­
prove services for specific communities may be seen 
as an improvement in conditions for all.
Local Government Contributions 
to Regional Councils
Nearly all local governments in this study are 
members of regional councils. There is considerable 
variation, however, in the extent to which local gov­
ernments actually pay dues and fees, express their 
opinions to regional council officials and staffs, and 
participate in debates and controversies. Responses 
of county board chairpersons and city mayors to ques­
tions about their local governments’ contributions of 
time, equipment, information, and money to the re­
gional councils are considered first. Then the pro­
cedures all respondents use to make their prefer­
ences known to the regional council are presented. 
Finally, policy council representatives were asked 
about regional council decision-making activities.
Resource Contributions to Regional Councils
Researchers identified four types of resources that 
member counties and cities could contribute to re­
gional councils. They are (1) the time given to re­
gional council meetings by government officials or 
their appointees, (2) equipment, (3) information, and 
(4) money in the form of dues and fees. Only chairper­
sons and mayors were asked the extent to which their 
local governments contributed these resources to re­
gional councils.
Attendance by chairpersons and mayors, or their 
representatives, at four commonly held regional 
council meetings was used to indicate their contribu­
tions of time. Chairpersons and mayors were asked 
whether their governments had representatives at­
tending none, some, or all meetings of the policy 
councils, executive committees, advisory commit­
tees, and regional council-sponsored public meetings 
(table 17). In some instances, respondents indicated 
that meetings were not held. The difference between 
100 percent and the sum of the percentages never, 
some, all, and "not held” represents "don’t know” 
responses.
The responses of the chairpersons and mayors 
suggest that most county and city governments had 
representatives at some or all policy council meet­
ings. Thirty-four percent of these respondents indi­
cated that they or their representatives attended 
some of the policy council meetings, and an addi­
tional 37 percent responded that they always were in 
attendance. Only 17 percent indicated that their gov­
ernments were not represented at any of the policy 
council meetings.
Many regional councils delegate specific duties 
and responsibilities to a subset of policy council rep­
resentatives called the "executive committee.” Exec­
utive committees typically meet more frequently 
than do policy councils, and their duties include, for 
example, recommending qualifications and salary 
schedules for professional staff members and making 
operating decisions during the periods between pol­
icy council meetings. Nearly two-thirds of all coun­
ties had representatives at some or all executive 
committee meetings, as did 54 percent of the cities 
with populations greater than 2,500 (table 17). The
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Table 17. Percentage of counties and cities that had representatives attend selected regional council meetings.
Question: How often, in the last two years, has your government's representative attended the following meetings? Would you say 
never attended any, attended some, or all, of the following meetings, or were not meetings held?
Mayors, from cities with populations of:
Meeting
All respondents (253) County Chairpersons(86) Less than 500 (38) 500-2,500(88) Greater than 2,500(41)
Number
Responding
Percent:
Never,
Some,
All,
Not Held
Number
Responding
Percent:
Never,
Some,
All,
Not Held
Number
Responding
Percent:
Never,
Some,
All,
Not Held
Number
Responding
Percent:
Never,
Some,
All,
Not Held
Number
Responding
Percent:
Never,
Some,
All,
Not Held
Policy council meeting 247 17% 86 11% 33 21% 85 24% 41 12%
34% 27% 36% 38% 42%
37% 58% 18% 22% 39%
0% 0% 0% 0% 0%
Executive committee 243 31 84 17 33 42 85 37 41 37
23 19 21 26 27
24 44 6 9 27
1 2 0 1 0
Advisory committees 244 27 86 13 33 49 85 33 40 25
22 19 12 22 35
21 34 3 13 23
3 5 3 2 3
Counci 1-sponsored 247 15 86 9 35 17 86 21 40 13
public meetings 41 43 40 42 38
21 30 14 13 25
8 5 11 7 13
percentages are appreciably lower for cities with pop­
ulations less than 2,500.
Advisory committees are composed of local gov­
ernment officials and interested citizens who provide 
specialized expertise in support of regional council 
policies. A  majority of the counties, and of the cities 
with populations greater than 2,500, had represen­
tatives attend some or all advisory committee meet­
ings. A  majority of all counties and cities also had 
representatives attend regional council-sponsored 
public meetings. Council-sponsored public meetings 
are usually held to exchange information and opin­
ions on specific problems as they arise.
As can be seen in table 17, the chairpersons indi­
cated that they or their representatives attended the 
various regional council meetings more often than 
did the mayors, and the percentages of cities that had 
their representatives at some or all meetings were 
higher for larger cities than for smaller cities. This 
difference may result in part because counties and 
larger cities have a greater array of concerns that 
they wish to discuss or because they can more effec­
tively take advantage of programs and other oppor­
tunities provided by their regional councils. Another 
reason for this pattern may be historical; many re­
gional councils were originally organized as associa­
tions of county governments, and cities were mem­
bers only by virtue of their location within member 
counties. Often all smaller cities in a county share 
one representative among them, while larger cities 
have their own representative. In some regions, re­
gional councils are organized so that policy councils 
are a comprehensive group of county and city repre­
sentatives, but the executive committees are com­
posed mostly of county officials and officials from 
selected larger cities.
This predominance of counties and larger cities 
also is evident for other kinds of resource contribu­
tions. Respondents were asked to describe their gov­
ernments’ financial contributions to regional coun­
cils (table 18). Ninety-three percent o f all county 
board chairpersons indicated that their counties paid 
dues; many paid fees for special services in addition 
to regular dues. In contrast, only 39 percent of the 
cities with populations under 500, 41 percent of the 
cities with populations between 500 and 2,500, and 
59 percent of the cities with populations greater than 
2,500 paid dues.' Region-by-region differences, re­
ported in appendix table 11, further illustrate this 
wide variation. Only 19 percent and 23 percent of the 
member governments in the Agassiz and South Cen­
tral regions of North Dakota, respectively, paid dues, 
compared with 100 percent for North Iowa and Colo­
rado Region 12. As indicated in the discussion of 
attendance at meetings, some of these differences 
may be due to the way in which regional councils are 
organized. Cities in regions where the regional coun­
cils are organized as associations of county govern­
ments often are not expected to pay dues.
Finally, respondents also were asked about other 
-contributions that they could make to regional coun­
cils. Only 6 percent of all county board chairpersons 
and city mayors indicated that they occasionally or 
frequently contributed equipment such as office ma­
chinery to regional councils (appendix table 11). Addi­
tional data, not presented in tabular form, indicated 
that two-thirds o f all counties and nearly three- 
fourths of all cities with populations over 2,500 occa-
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sionally or frequently contributed information to the 
regional councils. Fifty-two percent of respondents 
from cities with populations less than 500 and 61 
percent from cities between 500 and 2,500 indicated 
that they occasionally or frequently contributed in­
formation. This information is used by regional coun­
cils to construct regional reports and plans and to 
prepare regional grant applications.
Local Government Communication 
with Regional Councils
An effort was made to learn how local government 
officials received information about regional council 
activities and how the local elected officials made their 
preferences known to the regional council. All re­
spondents were asked these two open-ended questions:
How do you obtain your information about re­
gional council executive committee meetings 
and professional staff activities?
How do you make your preferences known to 
the regional council?
Most respondents said they obtained their infor­
mation through their regional councils’ newsletter or 
through a combination of attendance at meetings and 
newsletters. About three-fourths of all respondents 
said they conveyed their preferences directly to the 
regional council or through their policy council rep­
resentative. An additional 15 percent said that they 
phoned the executive director as needed.
Policy Council Decision Making
As noted earlier, most counties and cities have 
representatives who attend some or all policy council 
meetings. These representatives were asked a series 
of questions about regional council decision making 
and the extent to which policy council represen­
tatives argued conflicting viewpoints. County board 
chairpersons and mayors who were not on a policy 
council were not asked these questions.
The representatives were asked about decision 
making regarding new policies, new budgets, and 
new programs. Nearly all respondents indicated that 
the policy councils, executive committees, and execu­
tive directors have at least some input into the deci­
sions (table 19). Greater differences were observed in 
the percentages who responded that these three 
groups have a "great deal” of input.
Although 60 percent of the respondents indicated 
that policy councils provide a great deal of input into 
new policies, that percentage dropped sharply when 
considering decisions about new budgets or new pro­
grams. Overall, executive committees seem most in­
fluential, although the executive directors also 
provided a great deal of input into all three decisions. 
Planning staff members and other committees were 
much less frequently cited as having a great deal of 
input and were more likely to be seen as providing no 
input. Region-by-region differences in the percent­
age of representatives who responded that the five 
groups or individuals provide a great deal of influ-
Table 18. Percentages of counties and cities that contributed dues and fees to regional councils.*
Cities, with populations of:
Type of contributions made
All
counties 
& cities 
(253)
Counties
(N=86)
500
(N=38)
500-2500
(N=88)
2500 
(N=41)
Pay dues
pay all dues plus fees 17% 19% 16% 14% 24%
pay dues, but seldom pay fees 10 11 5 10 15
pay only dues 33 63 18 17 20
60 93 39 41 59
Don't pay dues
pay only fees 4% 0% 3% 3% 12%
seldom pay dues or fees 0 0 0 1 0
never pay dues 16 4 32 26 7
not expected to pay dues 10 2 18 11 15
30 6 53 41 34
Other 10 1 8 18 7
100% 100% 100% 100% 100%
*This table is based on the responses of chairpersons and mayors only.
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ence regarding new policies, new budgets, and new 
programs are shown in appendix table 12.
Policy council representatives also were asked ques­
tions about the extent to which they discussed or de­
bated conflicting viewpoints in policy council meetings. 
Previous researchers have argued that because of the 
voluntary nature of regional councils, controversy may 
lead dissidents to withdraw from membership (e.g., 
Wikstrom, 1977). To avoid withdrawals, decisions about 
controversial issues are deferred or avoided. This argu­
ment was probed by asking policy council represen­
tatives how often they (1) openly disagreed with other 
members in a policy council meeting, (2) opposed bud­
get recommendations made by the executive director
and staff, (3) attempted to introduce an issue before the 
policy council when they knew it had less than full 
support from all member governments, and (4) dis­
agreed with the outcome of a policy council vote. There 
were five possible responses for each of the four ques­
tions: never, seldom, sometimes, often, and always.
The responses to these questions suggested that 
policy council meetings are used to express dif­
ferences in opinions (table 20). Forty-two percent of 
all respondents indicated that they sometimes openly 
disagreed with other policy council members in pol­
icy council meetings, and another 17 percent re­
sponded that they often or always disagreed. Ex­
pressions of differences in opinions do not automati-
Table 19. Percentage of policy council representatives who indicated each group or individual has no input, some input, or a great deal 
of input into regional council decisions about new policies, new budgets, and new programs.*
Question: To what extent do each of 
policies, (b) new budgets, 
of input?
the groups . . .  influence regional council decisions about the adoption of (a) new 
, and (c) new programs? Would you say they nave no input, some input, or a great deal
New Policies New Budqets New Programs
Reqional council qroups
Total
N
%
No
Input
%
Some
Input
%
Great
Input
Total
N
%
No
Input
%
Some
Input
%
Great
Input
%
Total No 
N Input
%
Some
Input
%
Great
Input
Policy councils 156 1 33 60 155 5 45 44 155 1 47 47
Executive committees 154 1 23 68 152 3 28 61 152 2 32 60
Executive directors 156 1 35 58 155 3 32 57 155 2 30 63
Planning staff members 155 12 46 36 154 20 55 19 154 12 46 34
Other committees 149 17 56 17 151 29 50 11 150 26 46 17
* This table is based on responses of policy council representatives only.
Table 20. Percentage of policy council representatives who sometimes, ofteni or always engaged in conflict in policy council meetings, by
counties and cities.
Representatives from cities with populations of:
All Representatives(161) County P.C . Reps.(79) Less than 500(12) 500-2,500(39) Greater thari 2,500(31)
Percent: Percent: Percent: Percent: Percent:
Never/Seldom Never/Seldom Never/Seldom Never/Seldom Never/Seldom
Question: How often Number Sometimes Number Sometimes Number Sometimes Number Sometimes Number Sometimes
have you . . . Responding Often/Alwa.ys Responding Often/Alwa.ys Responding Often/Alwa.ys Responding Often/Alwa.ys Responding Often/Alwa.ys
...openly disagreed 157 41% 77 29% 12 58% 39 54% 29 48%
with other members 42% 52% 33% 33% 31%
in a policy council 
meeting?
17% 19% 8% 10% ; 21%
...opposed budget 158 61 78 53 12 84 39 61 31 72
recommendations 32 36 8 33 28
made by the execu­
tive director and
6 11 8 0 0
staff?
...attempted to intro- 156 71 77 65 12 84 39 74 28 75
duce an issue before 20 26 8 10 21
the policy council 
when you knew it had
9 9 8 13 4
less than full support
from all member 
governments?
...disagreed with the 157 62 77 60 12 58 39 69 29 62
outcome of a policy 31 34 42 26 24
council vote? 6 6 0 3 14
Avg. percentage never or seldom 59% 52% 71% 65% ,, .. 64%
Avg. percentage sometimes 31% 37% 23% 25% 26% .
Avg. percentage often or always 9% 11% 6% 7% 10%
_
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cally translate into actions, however, because when it 
actually comes to voting on issues, there seems to be 
substantial consensus about the outcome. Sixty-one 
percent of all respondents indicated that they never 
opposed budget recommendations made by the execu­
tive directors and their staffs, which perhaps reflects 
their deference to those who have the most informa­
tion. Only 29 percent reported that they sometimes, 
often, or always introduced an issue before their pol­
icy councils even though they knew the issue had less 
than full support from all member governments. A 
majority responded that they seldom or never dis­
agreed with the outcome of a policy vote, suggesting 
that controversial issues are seldom voted on, or that 
differences are negotiated before votes are actually 
taken.
Finally, the differences between counties and cit­
ies, and among cities of different population sizes, 
continue the pattern observed earlier in this section. 
The county chairpersons, who most often indicated 
that their governments pay dues to regional councils 
and have representatives in attendance at meetings, 
also were the ones who most often reported disagree­
ing with other policy council members and most often 
opposed budget recommendations. They most fre­
quently indicated that they attempted to introduce 
an issue before it had full support. Region-by-region 
differences also were apparent (appendix table 13). 
For example, only 7 percent of the policy council 
representatives from Colorado Region 12 indicated 
that they sometimes, often, or always attempted to 
introduce a new issue before they knew it had full 
support, but in the Nebraska Panhandle 64 percent 
indicated that they did so.
Local Government Use 
of Technical Assistance
One of the major functions of rural regional councils 
is to provide technical assistance to member counties 
and cities. This was underscored in an earlier section of 
this report when two forms of technical assistance— 
grant application writing and planning assistance— 
were identified as being among the most important, 
appropriate, and effectively performed staff activities. 
Questions about these two forms of technical as­
sistance, and five others, are now examined in greater 
detail. Specifically, to what extent have counties and 
cities received the various forms of technical assistance? 
What activities have grant applications and community 
plans addressed? Td what agencies have grant applica­
tions been sent? How satisfied have respondents been 
with technical assistance received from regional coun­
cils? Could the assistance have been received from other 
organizations or agencies?
Nature and Extent of Technical Assistance
The nature and extent of regional council tech­
nical assistance to member counties and cities varied 
widely from region to region. The types of assistance 
provided depend upon each council’s operating pro­
cedures, staff, and resources and on the needs of the 
counties and cities it serves. Seven types of technical 
assistance were examined in this study, including (1) 
grant application writing, (2) the provision o f a 
county or city plan, (3) assistance to community plan­
ning, (4) assistance with budgeting or administra­
tion, (5) assistance with preparing forms necessary to 
claim revenue sharing, (6) provision of needs assess­
ment surveys or assistance with public meetings, and 
(7) in-service training and seminars for elected offi­
cials or public employees.
Executive directors from the 12 regional councils 
were asked to identify each grant they wrote and each 
plan they provided to the counties and selected cities 
in their regions between 1978 and 1980. The execu­
tive directors also were asked whether or not they 
provided any amount of the remaining five types of 
assistance to each county and selected city. Each 
grant application and plan was identified as an 
"instance” of technical assistance. For the remaining 
five types of assistance, one instance of technical 
assistance was recorded for each county or city receiv­
ing any amount of the assistance.
The percentage of all counties and cities receiving 
each type of assistance and the total number of in­
stances of technical assistance are shown in table 21. 
Overall, the executive directors reported providing 
1,400 instances of technical assistance to the 253 
counties and selected cities for an average of 5.5 in­
stances per county and city. The average was highest 
for counties. Among cities, the number of instances 
varied directly with population size; cities with popu­
lations greater than 2,500 averaged the greatest 
number of instances of technical assistance.
Region-by-region differences are reported in ap­
pendix table 14. Counties and selected cities in South 
Dakota Region 3 averaged 10.9 instances of technical 
assistance. At the other extreme, Iowa Northland, 
the Nebraska Panhandle, and Colorado Region 10 
each averaged fewer than 4.0 instances of technical 
assistance per unit of government.
Grant application writing was the most widely 
supplied form of technical assistance. Seventy-eight 
percent of the 86 counties received a total of 194 
instances of grant applications writing assistance. 
Seventy-four percent of the 167 selected cities re­
ceived a total of 346 instances of grant application 
writing assistance.
Regional differences in the percentages of coun-
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Table 21. Percentage of counties and cities that received each type of technical assistance from regional councils, and the total number of 
instances of each type of assistance, 1978-1980.*
All Counties and Cities 
(N=253)__________
Type of assistance
Percent
Receiving
Assistance
Total 
Number of 
Instances
Writing grant 
application.
75% 540
Preparing county 
and city plans.
56 347
Providing assis­
tance to planning.
74 188
Assisting with 
budgeting and 
administration.
21 54
Preparing revenue 
sharing forms.
3 8
Assisting with 
surveys and public 
meetings.
70 178
Providing inservice 
training and 
seminars.
34 85
TOTALS 1400
Avg. Number of Instances 5.5
Cities with populations
Counties (86) Less than 500 (38)
Percent
Receiving
Assistance
Total 
Number of 
Instances
Percent
Receiving
Assistance
Total 
Number of 
Instances
78% 194 68% 52
66 191 26 21
78 67 71 27
26 22 11 4
5 4 3 1
71 61 63 24
38 33 42 16
572 145
6.7 3.8
500-2,500(88) Greater thani 2 ,500(41 :
Percent
Receiving
Assistance
Total 
Number of 
Instances
Percent
Receiving
Assistance
Total 
Number of 
Instances
76% 181 76% 113
58 93 58 42
68 60 83 34
23 20 20 8
1 1 5 2
66 58 85 35
30 . 26 24 10
439 244
5.0 6.0
* Based on information provided by regional council executive directors.
ties and cities receiving grant application writing 
assistance and the total number of instances of grant 
applications written for the counties and selected 
cities are reported in appendix table 15. All counties 
and selected cities in South Dakota Region 3, North 
Dakota South Central, and Colorado Region 11 re­
ceived grant application writing assistance. The 
number of grant applications per selected unit of 
government was highest in South Dakota Region 3, 
averaging over four grant applications per unit of 
government, and lowest in the Nebraska Panhandle. 
The percentage of units of government that received 
grant application writing assistance was lowest in 
North Dakota Agassiz.
There are two kinds of regional council participa­
tion in county and city planning. First, regional 
council professional staffs enter into an agreement 
with the member local governments or other commu­
nity organizations to prepare apian. Regional council 
executive directors were asked to identify each plan 
that they prepared for counties and selected cities in 
their region and to specify the purpose of the plan. 
The regional councils prepared a total of 191 plans for 
66 percent of the 86 counties and 156 plans for 51 
percent of the 167 cities (table 21). South Dakota 
Region 3 was especially active, preparing plans for 96 
percent of its counties and selected cities (appendix 
table 15).
The second kind of regional council participation in 
planning is assistance to planning. Local govern­
ments or other local organizations often take primary 
responsibility for constructing community plans. Re­
gional council professional staffs assist by providing 
information or advice. Regional council executive di­
rectors were asked whether they provided any as­
sistance to planning to each county and selected city 
in their region; no attempt was made to count the 
actual number of instances provided. Regional coun­
cil professional staffs provided 78 percent of the coun­
ties and 73 percent o f all selected cities with 
assistance to planning (table 21). The percentages of 
the counties and cities receiving assistance to plan­
ning ranged from 4 percent in South Dakota Region 5 
to 100 percent in South Dakota Region 3, North Da­
kota Agassiz and South Central regions, and Colo­
rado Region 11 (appendix table 15).
Executive directors were asked if  they provided 
each county and selected city with four other types of 
technical assistance. The extent to which these re­
maining forms of assistance were provided is also 
described in table 21 and appendix table 15. A  few 
instances of assistance with revenue sharing forms 
were recorded, mostly in South Dakota. Assistance 
with budgeting and administration was reported 
somewhat more often.
Executive directors reported assisting 70 percent 
of the counties and selected cities with surveys and 
public meetings. Surveys are often conducted to as­
sess community needs or to establish citizen pri­
orities. Slightly over one-third of the counties and
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selected cities also participated in council-sponsored 
in-service training programs and seminars. These 
programs and seminars inform local elected officials 
or public employees about new management tech­
niques or new laws and regulations.
Writing Grant Applications
County and city governments and organizations 
that seek state or federal assistance must submit 
grant applications to obtain funds. The process of 
applying for a grant involves preparing background 
information to justify the project, completing the nec­
essary forms, and then expediting the grant through 
various bureaucracies. Information provided by the 
executive directors of the 12 regional councils and 
reported in appendix tables 16 and 17 indicated that 
these grants addressed problems associated with law 
enforcement, economic and industrial development, 
community services and facilities, housing, and rec­
reation. The law enforcement grants, most of which 
originated from counties and cities in South Dakota 
and North Dakota, were sent to the Law Enforcement 
Assistance Agency (LEAA), which was part of the 
Department of Justice. Many of the grants dealing 
with development, local government services and fa­
cilities, and housing were submitted to the Depart­
ment of Housing and Urban Development (HUD) and
Table 22. Responses to questions about grant application assistance, 
representatives.
Counties
Questi on
Chairs
(86)
P.C. Reps 
Only (42)
Number of grant applications with 
which respondents are familiar.
150 88
Percentage of grant applications that 
were suggested by a member of the 
regional council staff.
19% 16%
Percentage of grant applications that 
would not have been prepared without 
regional council assistance.
64 73
Percentage of grant applications 
written with regional council assistance.
61 70
Percentage of grant applications that 
were:
funded* 76 80
rejected 15 13
Percentage of funded grants that were 
expected to:
increase local government revenue 25 26
decrease local government revenue 2 0
increase local government expenditures 22 20
decrease local government expenditures 15 21
to the Economic Development Administration (EDA).
To evaluate the assistance regional councils pro­
vided, all respondents were asked a series of ques­
tions about each grant application written for their 
community with regional council assistance. Since 
grant applications sometimes are written for commu­
nity organizations other than the local government, 
the county board chairpersons, mayors, and policy 
council representatives were not always fam iliar 
with the grant applications identified by the execu­
tive directors. For example, executive directors iden­
tified a total of 194 grant applications that they wrote 
for counties between 1978 and 1980 (table 21), but 
county board chairpersons were familiar with only 
150, or 77 percent (table 22). The 38 mayors from 
cities with populations of less than 500 were familiar 
with 46 of the 52 instances o f grant application writ­
ing identified by the executive directors.
Respondents familiar with specific instances of 
grant application writing were asked additional 
questions regarding their perceptions of the process. 
They were first asked "Who first suggested that an 
application for this grant should be written? Was it a 
local citizen, a local elected or appointed official, or a 
member of the regional council staff?” Among all 
grant applications with which they were familiar, 
chairpersons said that 19 percent were suggested by 
the regional council’s staff. The percentages for may-
by counties and cities, and by chairpersons, mayors, and policy council
Cities with populations of
Less than 500 500-2,500 Greater■ than 2,500
Mayors P.C. Reps Mayors P.C. Reps Mayors P.C. Reps
(38) Only (4) (88) Only (22) (41) Only (16)
46 7 155 34 93 30
24% 43% 17% 9% 16% 7%
63 57 60 56 44 40
56 57 56 53 42 50
63 57 57 47 73 73
26 43 28 15 11 10
45 50 32 31 38 50
0 0 3 0 1 0
48 100 47 69 41 36
7 0 16 0 15 36
The difference between 100 percent and the sum of the percentages funded and rejected represents grant 
applications under consideration at the time of the survey.
ors were similar, although mayors from cities with 
populations less than 500 were somewhat more likely 
to attribute the suggestion to the professional staffs.
Respondents were asked "Would the grant ap­
plication have been prepared without assistance from 
the regional council?” For most grant applications 
the response was "no.” County respondents, es­
pecially policy council representatives, said that 
most grant applications with which they were famil­
iar would not have been written without regional 
council assistance. Respondents from cities with pop­
ulations over 2,500 expressed the least dependence on 
regional councils for grant application writing as­
sistance. These mayors and policy council represen­
tatives said that 44 and 40 percent of the applications, 
respectively, would not have been written without 
regional council assistance.
The next question probed the role of the profes­
sional staff in writing the grant application: "What 
function did the regional council serve? Did it write 
the grant, or serve as an advisor, or what?” For county 
respondents, sixty-one percent of the grant applica­
tions identified by the chairpersons and 70 percent of 
those identified by policy council representatives 
were written by the regional councils’ staffs. For cit­
ies with populations over 2,500, the regional councils 
more often provided advice and less often actually 
wrote the application.
Respondents also were asked about the fate of the 
grant applications, once submitted: "What was the 
result of the application; was it funded, rejected or is 
it still being considered?” For grants that were 
funded, there were two follow-up questions:
What do you expect is, or will be, the effect of 
the grant on your government’s revenue? Will it 
increase, decrease, or have no effect on revenue?
What do you expect is, or will be, the effect of 
the grant on your government’s expenditures?
Will it increase, decrease, or have no effect on 
expenditures?
Chairpersons estimated that 76 percent of the grants 
with which they were familiar were funded and 15 
percent were rejected; the remaining were being con­
sidered (table 22). Among mayors, estimates of the 
percentage of grants funded ranged from 57 percent 
for cities with populations between 500 and 2,500 to 
73 percent for cities with populations over 2,500. 
Counties, and cities with populations over 2,500, had 
the lowest percentage of grant applications rejected.
Respondents were unable to estimate the effects of 
most funded grants on their local goverment’s reve­
nues and expenditures. For example, county board 
chairpersons said that only about 25 percent of 
funded grants would increase their government’s rev­
enues and expenditures and 2 percent of the grants 
would decrease revenues. Most respondents either 
expected the funded grants to have no effect or didn t
know what the effect would be. A substantially 
higher percentage of funded grants to cities was ex­
pected to increase local government expenditures.
Planning Assistance
Com m unity planning provides an opportunity for 
counties and cities to clarify their needs and order 
their priorities. Most federally funded programs re­
quire communities participating in the program to 
demonstrate that their proposals are consistent with 
an overall community plan and do not overlap or 
conflict with other community efforts. Many counties 
and cities use regional council professional staffs to 
develop community plans for them.
The purposes for which community planning was 
done, as reported by the 12 executive directors, are 
summarized in appendix table 18. One type was 
called the comprehensive plan, defined as planning of 
land use, transportation facilities, and public facili­
ties undertaken simultaneously through an inte­
grated multidimensional effort. Fourteen percent of 
all plans reported by executive directors were com­
prehensive plans. Comprehensive planning occurred 
most frequently in Iowa and South Dakota, although 
instances were also reported in the Nebraska Pan­
handle, North Dakota South Central Region, and 
Colorado Region 11. The most common planning 
efforts were related to industrial and economic devel­
opment, which occurred most frequently in the South 
Dakota Region 3, and somewhat less frequently in 
the Nebraska Cornhusker and the North Dakota 
South Central regions. Development planning was 
usually a prerequisite to the funding of grants by the 
Economic Development Administration. Plans also 
were prepared for social services and community fa­
cilities and services. Social service plans dealt with 
problems of health and the elderly, plus topics related 
to manpower development and rural education. Pub­
lic facilities and service plans were for the provision 
of sewers and water, streets and roads.
In a manner similar to that used for grant applica­
tions, all respondents were asked a series of questions 
about county and city plans provided by the regional 
council’s staff. The first question asked was: "Who 
first suggested the idea of using the regional council 
staff as planning consultants?” County board chair­
persons replied that, for the 122 plans with which 
they were familiar, 48 percent were suggested by a 
member of the regional council staff (table 23). 
Among mayors, the percentage of plans they recog­
nized as being initially suggested by a member of the 
regional council staff ranged from 15 percent for cit­
ies with populations less than 500 to 34 percent for 
cities with populations between 500 and 2,500. Per­
ception that the regional council staff first suggested 
the plans was highest among county policy council 
representatives.
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Table 23. Responses to questions about planning assistance, by counties and cities, and by chairpersons, mayors, and policy council 
representati ves.
Counties Less than 500 500-•2,500 Greater than 2,500
Questions
Number of planning efforts with 
which respondents were familiar.
Chairs
(86)
122
P.C. Reps 
Only (42)
88
Mayors
(38)
P.C. Reps 
Only (4)
Mayors
(88)
P.C. Reps 
Only (22)
Mayors
(41)
P.C. Reps 
Only (16)
13 0 56 13 33 5
Percentage of plans first 
suggested by the regional 
council staff.
48% 59% . 15% 34% 15% 30% 40%
Percentage of plans that would 
not have been undertaken if 
the regional council's con­
sultants weren't available.
75 73 69 61 23 48 40
Percentage of plans that would 73 65 100 - 73 62 64 40
regional council assistance.
Respondents were asked two additional questions:
Would this planning effort have been under­
taken if the regional council planning consul­
tants had not been available?
Could your unit of government have afforded to 
hire planning experts to do the planning the 
regional council did for you?
Chairpersons responded that 75 percent of the plans 
they recognized would not have been undertaken with­
out regional council assistance, and 73 percent would 
not have been affordable. Mayors from smaller cities 
more often indicated that plans would not have been 
undertaken without regional council assistance, nor 
would they have been affordable.
Satisfaction with Assistance Received
All respondents familiar with specific instances of 
technical assistance were asked to describe how satis­
fied they were with the assistance. Five response 
categories were provided: very satisfied, satisfied, un­
certain, dissatisfied, and very dissatisfied. The "very 
satisfied” and "satisfied” responses were combined, 
as were the "dissatisfied” and "very dissatisfied” re­
sponses. The resulting percentages satisfied and dis­
satisfied, shown in table 24, are based on the number 
of instances of technical assistance that the re­
spondents recognized. The difference between 100 
percent and the percentages satisfied and dissatisfied 
represents uncertain or "don’t know” responses.
A review of table 24 indicates that there was not 
unanimous agreement that all instances of technical 
assistance were satisfactorily performed, but there was 
actually very little dissatisfaction. For example, 86 per­
cent of the grant applications that chairpersons were 
familiar with were completed to their satisfaction, but
only 5 percent were not satisfactorily completed. Simi­
larly, although a relatively low 68 percent of the grant 
applications familiar to policy council representatives 
from cities with populations of between 500 and 2,500 
were judged as satisfactorily completed, only 6 percent 
were judged as not satisfactory. In the remaining 26 
percent of the instances, the representatives either indi­
cated they were uncertain or didn’t know. Similar re­
sponse patterns were found for the two types of 
planning assistance and for assistance with surveys 
and public meetings. For the remaining types of as­
sistance, the number of instances recognized was so 
small that the percentages satisfied and dissatisfied are 
not too meaningful.
The percentages at the bottom of table 24 show 
that, overall, county policy council representatives 
most often indicated satisfaction with all forms of 
technical assistance. Ninety-one percent of the in­
stances of technical assistance that they recognized 
were judged as satisfactorily performed, whereas 
only 2 percent were not satisfactory. Among mayors, 
the percentages satisfactory declined as population 
size increased, with only 75 percent of the instances 
recognized by mayors from cities with populations 
over 2,500 judged as satisfactory. However, there was 
not a corresponding increase in dissatisfaction, per­
haps suggesting that in larger cities mayors may not 
be as directly involved in all projects requiring re­
gional council assistance.
Region-by-region differences, reported in appen­
dix table 19, indicated that satisfaction with as­
sistance was greatest in the Nebraska Cornhusker 
Region (96 percent), although overall satisfaction in 
the Iowa Northland Region and the two regions of 
North Dakota also was greater than 90 percent. The 
percentage of instances with which respondents were 
satisfied was lowest in the Nebraska Panhandle.
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Table 24. Percentages of instances of technical assistance with which county chairpersons and policy council representatives, and city 
mayors and policy council representatives, were satisfied or dissatisfied.
Question: Overall, as you think back on the work that went into (type of technical assistance), which of the following (very
satisfied, satisfied, uncertain, dissatisfied, very dissatisfied) best describes your satisfaction with the assistance?
Cities with populations of________________________________
Counties____________________________  Less than 500______________________  500-2,500_________________________ __ Gréa ter than 2,500
Type of Assistance Chairpersons(86) P.C. Reps Only(42) Mayors(38) P.C. Reos 0n1y(4) Mayors(88) P.C. Reps 0n1y(22) Mayors(41) P.C, Reps On!y(16)
Number Percent: Number Percent: Number Percent: Number Percent: Number Percent: Number Percent: Number Percent: Number Percent:
Recog- Satis. Recog- Satis. Recog- Satis. Recog- Satis. Recog- Satis. Recog- Satis. Recog- Satis. Recog- Satis.
ni zed Dissat.* ni zed Dissat.* ni zed Dissat.* ni zed Dissat.* ni zed Dissat.* ni zed Dissat.* ni zed Dissat.* ni zed Dissat.*
Writing grant 150 86% 88 92% 46 87% 7 71% 155 83% 34 68% 93 82% 30 93%
applications. 5% 2% 4% 14% 3% 6% 3% 0%
Preparing county 122 88 88 89 13 92 0 — 56 91 13 85 33 76 5 60
and city plans. 5 3 0 — 5 8 15 20
Providing assistance 53 81 27 89 18 94 3 100 47 81 11 64 30 63 11 82
to planning. 8 4 6 0 2 0 3 0
Assisting with 5 80 1 100 3 100 0 — 11 91 3 33 1 100 0 ..
budgeting and 0 0 0 -- 0 0 0 —
administration.
Preparing revenue 1 — 1 100 0 0 — 0 — 1 100 2 50 0
sharing forms. — 0 — " 0 0 —
Assisting with 46 83 24 100 16 81 1 100 41 83 8 63 20 70 11 91
surveys and public 7 0 0 0 5 0 5 0
meetings.
Providing inservice 11 82 7 86 8 75 2 0 14 79 4 75 3 33 3 33
training and 0 0 7 0 33 0
seminars. __ _______ _____ _______
Avg. Percent Satisfied 85% 91% 87% 69% 84% 69% 75% 85%
Avg. Percent Dissatisfied 5% 2% 3% 9% 4% 4% 6% 2%
*"Very satisfied" and "satisfied" responses are combined, as are "dissatisfied" and "very dissatisfied" responses. The differences 
between 100 percent and the sum of the "satisfied" and "dissatisfied" percentages represent "uncertain" or "don't know" responses.
Summary
This study has a broad empirical base, which in­
cludes interviews with county board chairpersons, city 
mayors, and policy council representatives from 86 
counties and 167 cities in 12 predominantly rural sub­
state regions of Colorado, Iowa, Nebraska, North Da­
kota, and South Dakota. This summary does not 
attempt to reconstruct all the findings but highlights 
the more important patterns that recur across sections 
of the report. References to specific tables are made to 
help readers return to more detailed discussions.
Local Officials’ Approval of Regional Councils
In the past, some public officials have questioned 
the "voluntary” nature of regional councils because 
local government receipt of federal assistance was 
contingent upon regional council review of grant ap­
plications. Others have suggested that some local 
government officials have been involved in regional 
council activities to protect their own domains and 
not because they want to further the cause of region­
alism (Mogulof, 1971). Regional councils have some­
times been seen as another layer of government, 
siphoning off money that could be better used if  di­
rectly allocated to the local level.
Do officials from rural midwestern communities 
hold these opinions? Evidently most do not. The data 
from our sample suggest that the regional councils 
are, overall, well received and viewed with neither 
suspicion nor cynicism. Most respondents indicated 
that long-term voluntary associations of local govern­
ment were an acceptable form of regional organiza­
tion, perhaps even more acceptable than the tradi­
tional, single-service special district (table 6). An 
overwhelming majority agreed that regional councils 
are a good way for local governments to pool resources 
to address problems that cross traditional boundaries 
and that they are a good way to make expensive 
planning assistance available to counties and cities 
at affordable prices (table 7). Most of the major roles 
performed by policy councils were endorsed as appro­
priate (table 8).
In contrast, respondents in this study provided 
little evidence that they fear regional councils as an 
arm of federal bureaucracies. There was little support 
for statements that regional councils are part of a 
federal scheme to limit local government authority. 
Although they may not envision regional council de­
velopment as a spontaneous, grass-roots movement, 
few respondents were willing to indicate that they 
were imposed on local governemnts by federal or 
state mandates. Unlike Mogulofs observations about 
urban regional councils (1971:67-68), this study pro­
vides little evidence to suggest that a member par­
ticipates in regional councils in order "to protect and
hopefully enhance the interests of the area that he 
represents.”
The Importance of Technical Assistance
As observed, there is a general, positive acceptance 
of regional councils on the part of the county and city 
officials. What is it that they appreciate about these 
organizations? What benefits do they receive? The re­
spondents were asked directly what local support and 
regional activities performed by the regional councils 
were most important to them (table 16). The most 
important activities that regional councils performed, 
from the perspectives of the local government officials, 
were grant application writing and community plan­
ning. Grant application writing and related themes, 
such as locating and contacting funding agencies, were 
cited as most important more often than any other 
categories. In sharp contrast, the one role often said to 
be important in urban areas—that of providing a forum 
for discussing issues related to regionwide problems— 
ranked only eighth on a list of 10 categories. Discussions 
about mutual problems and differences may be impor­
tant where the "density” of governments is high, as they 
are in metropolitan areas, but in rural areas where 
technical expertise is scarce planning and grant ap­
plication writing assistance is much more valuable.
Additional data corroborate these findings. First, 
respondents were provided with a list of selected pro­
fessional staff activities often cited in the literature 
(table 12). Although many of the roles were seen as 
appropriate by a majority of respondents, 91 percent 
indicated that it was appropriate for the professional 
staffs to prepare applications for federal or state 
grants for regional planning, to help local govern­
ments write grant applications, and to provide tech­
nical planning assistance to member governments. 
Nearly as many responded that it was appropriate for 
professional staffs to expedite the grant application 
process once it was submitted to the funding agency.
Second, there is evidence that the grant application 
writing and planning assistance provided by regional 
councils was valued because local governments could 
not have obtained it from other sources. Although the 
questions were hypothetical, most respondents indi­
cated that alternative sources of assistance, such as 
private consultants, were not affordable. For example, 
for each grant application with which respondents were 
familiar, they were asked whether it would have been 
prepared without regional council assistance. In most 
instances, the answer was "no” (table 22). Similar re­
sults were obtained for planning assistance (table 23). 
The respondents indicated that a majority of the plans 
would not have been undertaken had the regional coun­
cil professional staffs not been available, nor would the 
plans have been affordable.
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Satisfaction with Assistance
Were the respondents satisfied with the assistance 
they received? Evidently, yes. In some instances, re­
spondents indicated that they did not feel familiar 
enough with the assistance to judge, and in a few cases 
they did not record satisfaction (table 24). But in most 
instances, they indicated that the technical assistance 
was satisfactorily performed. At a more general level, 
respondents were asked whether professional staff ac­
tivities were effectively performed (table 14). For all 
activities, most respondents indicated that, if the ac­
tivity was performed, it was either very or somewhat 
effectively performed. "Not effective” responses never 
exceeded 10 percent, when calculated as a percentage of 
all respondents. For three of the professional staff ac­
tivities, over 50 percent responded that they were "very 
effectively” performed, and all three had to do with 
grant application writing or technical planning 
assistance.
Distribution of Assistance and 
Commitment to Regional Councils
Counties and larger cities used regional councils’ 
professional staff services more often, on average, than 
did smaller cities. County governments received an 
average of nearly seven instances of technical as­
sistance between 1978 and 1980, while cities with popu­
lations over 2,500 averaged six (table 21). Smaller cities 
received assistance appreciably less often. In return, 
counties and larger cities were more active in regional 
council affairs, more often committing both time and 
money. Over 90 percent of all county governments paid 
dues to support regional council activities, compared 
with fewer than 50 percent among all cities in this 
sample (table 18). A greater proportion of the county 
board chairpersons than city mayors indicated that 
they had representatives attending some or all of the 
various committee meetings and council-sponsored 
public hearings (table 17). Among cities, this commit­
ment of time and money corresponded directly with 
population size; larger governments more often paid 
dues and attended council-sponsored meetings.
This greater involvement on the part of counties 
and larger cities manifested itself in still other ways. 
The policy council representatives from these coun­
ties and larger cities more often indicated that they 
openly disagreed with their colleagues in policy 
council meetings. Although previous scholars have 
contended that the voluntary nature of regional 
councils inhibits their ability to attack more contro­
versial issues, this result indicates that those who 
contribute resources and use the services also are the 
more outspoken policy council members. They have
committed their resources and they have something 
to lose.
Limits to Regional Council 
Roles and Activities
The image of regional councils portrayed so far 
suggests that they are well received by local govern­
ment officials and viewed as providing important 
services that could not be obtained elsewhere. Does 
this give them a mandate to expand their duties and 
take on new responsibilities?
The evidence from this survey suggests quite the 
opposite. The actual image is that there exists an 
equilibrium, an understanding between regional 
council staff members and local government officials 
about which roles and activities are appropriate and 
which are not. Many of the kinds of technical as­
sistance discussed in this study were viewed as appro­
priate for professional staffs, and the staffs are 
perceived as doing them well. These activities are 
performed often. But some roles and activities were 
less often approved and less often seen as effectively 
performed. These less often approved roles and ac­
tivities, which can be divided into roughly three cate­
gories, provide insight into the limits that local 
governments place on regional councils. First, there 
are some activities that touch upon the internal man­
agement of local governments and the private nego­
tiations among governments. Many respondents 
view these as no one else’s business. Thus, a relatively 
high percentage of respondents indicated that it was 
not appropriate for policy councils to assist local gov­
ernments in the formation of formal contracts or 
agreements between governments (table 8). Most re­
spondents indicated that it was not appropriate for 
professional staffs to provide technical assistance in 
solving local government management problems 
(table 12).
Second, previous research has suggested that there 
is substantial resistance on the part of local government 
officials toward extra-local interference in social issues 
or issues that might effect the redistribution of re­
sources (Harris, 1970). Consistent with these views, 
results in this survey indicate that there was strong 
support for professional staff attempts to provide com­
prehensive physical and economic development plan­
ning, but there was much less support for social 
planning. Perhaps economic development planning 
connotes schemes to bring new resources into the re­
gion, which is appropriate, while social planning that 
affects who receives the resources is approached with 
greater skepticism.
Third, regional council professional staffs are not 
viewed as activists, but as order-takers prepared to do 
the member government’s bidding as they attempt to
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meet federal requirements for grants and loans. 
Nearly all respondents endorsed staff activities asso­
ciated with preparing community plans, writing 
grants, and expediting the application process once it 
is submitted, but a substantial fraction of the re­
spondents indicated that it was not appropriate for 
them to be promoting new federal programs, nor 
should they be lobbying for federal or state funds for 
local governments. This passive view of the role of 
regional councils, coupled with the relative impor­
tance placed on planning and grant application as­
sistance, has important implications for the future of 
regional councils.
Before discussing some of these implications, we 
can observe another pattern to the data that provides 
insight into how limited the role of regional councils 
in regional affairs really is. Local government offi­
cials tended to see many—indeed, about half—of the 
problems they faced as essentially local problems to 
be solved by local efforts alone (tables 3-5). This was 
especially true of the more traditional problems, such 
as those associated with police and fire protection, 
sewers, and water. They identified other problems, 
such as vandalism, as regional only in the sense that 
they are pervasive and occur in nearly every village 
and hamlet. For other problems, working solutions 
negotiated between local governments and state or 
federal agencies do not involve regional councils. 
After these, there remains a residual category of 
problems that are not the traditional domain of local 
government responsibility and for which procedures 
have not yet been established. Problems in this cate­
gory, such as energy development or environmental 
protection, may even be viewed as imposed by federal 
mandate, and perhaps local governments would just 
as soon not become involved. These are the problems 
for which regional councils are most often seen as 
having a role in the solution.
Epilogue: Regional 
Councils in Transition
The theme introduced in the initial pages of this 
report was that regional council development during 
the 1960s and 1970s was encouraged by the expansion 
of federal programs of assistance to local govern­
ments. In contrast, the early years of the 1980s are 
marked by a dismantling of many of these programs, 
a trend that is directly affecting the future of region­
alism. In these final pages, some of the important 
trends and their implications are discussed.
Federal Support for Regional Councils
Rural regional councils have served as intermedi­
ary organizations between local governments and
federal agencies. Thus, regional councils are affected 
by two related trends affecting local governments. 
First, the 1980s are marked by a slowdown in federal 
aid to metropolitan and rural communities. Dommel 
(1981:95) reports that:
the real purchasing power of federal aid to 
states and local governments declined for the 
latest years and the real dollar loss was acceler­
ating. The decline was 8.3 percent from 1980 to 
1981, 2.9 percent in 1980, and 2.7 percent in 
1979. In the 1960s, constant dollar aid (in 1972 
dollars) rose at an average annual rate of 8.6 
percent, and 8 percent from 1969 to 1979. Thus 
what state and local governments face is a 
shrinking pot in both nominal and real dollars.
Second, most of the federal aid to local govern­
ments can be classified into three general types of 
grants (Walzer and Fisher, 1981). Categorical grants 
have specific functional purposes for which the funds 
must be used. These grants are usually competitive, 
and counties and cities often obtain them with as­
sistance from their regional councils. Block grants 
are less restrictive than categorical grants and can 
usually be applied to broad problem areas. A  common 
exam ple is the Com m unity Developm ent B lock 
Grant, which provides funds for improving housing 
for low and moderate income citizens. Unrestricted 
grants, such as General Revenue Sharing, have al­
most no restrictions placed on their use, and they are 
allocated to states according to a formula. Local gov­
ernments have much greater flexibility in determin­
ing how these funds are spent. The general trend at 
the federal level has been away from categorical 
grants and toward the more flexible, less restrictive 
grants. This may mean that local governments have 
relatively less need for the grant application as­
sistance that regional councils provide.
The effects of these trends on rural regional councils 
are exacerbated by current federal administration pol­
icies. Many of the programs eliminated during the first 
years of the 1980s were those supporting regional coun­
cils, including the Department of Housing and Urban 
Development’s 701 Comprehensive Planning grants, 
the Economic Development Administration’s grants for 
the support of economic development districts, the En­
vironmental Protection Agency’s water quality plan­
ning program, the Department of Agriculture’s rural 
development program, and support for health systems 
agencies, among others (McDowell, 1983:32). The ra­
tionale for eliminating these programs is that planning 
done with these funds is the responsibility of state and 
local governments, and they should provide the 
funding.
Implications for Regional Councils
What impacts do these trends have on regional
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councils? First, many of these agencies provided funds 
to the regional councils in this study (Lorenz and Tait, 
1983), as well as to the member local governments (ap­
pendix table 17). Loss of these funds directly affects 
their capacity to operate. Second, respondents in this 
study provided little evidence to suggest a willingness 
on their part to supplement lost federal support to 
regional councils. Most respondents agreed that re­
gional councils could not continue to operate if federal 
funds were discontinued, and a majority agreed that 
many local governments would withdraw from mem­
bership if federal funds were discontinued (table 7). 
Further, most regional councils do not provide direct 
services to citizens or advertise their activities in other 
ways. The result of this low political profile is that most 
respondents either indicated that, if it came to a refer­
endum, citizens would not ratify the continued opera­
tion of regional councils or simply would not speculate 
on how such a referendum would turn out.
What are the alternatives? As Lim (1983:4) has 
suggested, the changing political environment is 
having "a significant and lasting impact on almost 
every regional planning agency in the nation” and 
"only the most effective agencies will survive the 
crisis.” As regional councils come under increasing 
pressure, there seem to be three alternatives: (1) con­
tinue to operate by obtaining support from other 
sources, (2) continue to operate at reduced levels, or 
(3) dismantle and close down altogether. In Iowa, the 
state’s largest regional council, the Central Iowa Re­
gional Association of Local Governments (CIRALG), 
closed operations in October of 1983. An editorial in 
the October 28 Des Moines Register (1983:14A) sum­
med up what may become an often-repeated scenario:
In recent years, member-governments had be­
come disenchanted with CIRALG. Some be­
lieved it was unnecessary, others chafed at Des 
M oines’ domination. Many outside Polk 
County felt they no longer needed the associa­
tion. Finally, problems of mismanagement 
cropped up in the administrative staff, in part 
due to the lack of oversight by elected officials.
The association collapsed.
This is not an isolated event. McDowell (1983) reports 
that as many as 10 percent of the substate regional 
bodies may have gone out of business in 1982, and 
another 50 percent may have experienced budget cuts 
of as much as 60 percent.
But there are also several trends mitigating 
against the dissolution of regional councils entirely. 
First, in some areas regionwide efforts to solve prob­
lems predated the large-scale federal programs of the 
1960s. In these areas, the long tradition of region­
alism and the compelling reasons for their original 
formation still exist. These organizations may not 
continue at their peak levels of funding, but they will
likely continue. Second, in rural areas the loss of 
federal assistance may force local governments to 
work more closely to maintain services, thus creating 
greater needs for a functioning, coordinating organi­
zation. Finally, there are some reasons to suggest 
that the states may increase their support for region­
alism. Since current trends in federalism point to­
ward increasing roles for state governments, this 
option is a possibility. If, as a result, states must 
improve their planning and budgeting processes, 
there may also be pressures for comparable planning 
and budgeting processes at the substate level 
(Warren, 1983).
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Appendix Table 1. Average responses to question about the extent, scope, preferred level of solution, and commitment of resources to problems,
by region.
Iowa
Total
Iowa
North­
land
North
Iowa
Southern
Iowa
Total number of respondents 344 24 31 30
1. Average number of topical 
areas identified as a problem 
for respondents unit of 
government, regardless of 
whether the problem is local 
or extends beyond the 
government's boundaries. 
(Question 1 in Table 3)
4.5 3.8 3.5 5.5
2. Average number of problems 
identified as being 
regional in scope. 
(Question 2)
2.3 1.8 1.7 3.3
3. Average number of prob­
lems respondents said 
should be solved by 
(Question 3):
(a)local governments alone 2.0 2.1 1.9 2.1
(b)special districts 0.2 0.0 0.1 0.4
(c)state or federal agencies 0.8 0.5 0.8 1.3
(d)regional councils, either 
alone or in combination 
with other levels of 
government
0.8 0.5 0.4 1.3
(e)combinations of local 
governments, special 
districts, and state 
or federal agencies
0.5 0.7 0.2 0.2
4. Average number of problems 3.8 3.4 3.0 4.7
to which respondents said 
they would be willing to 
commit resources. 
(Question 4)
So. Dakota Nebraska North Dakota Colorado
So. So. Neb. Neb. No. No. Colo- Colo- Colo-
Dak . Dak. Corn- Pan- Dak. Dak. rado rado rado
3 5 husker handle Aqassiz S. Central 11 12 10
34 39 14 38 36 29 21 28 20
3.5 3.2 3.8 3.7 3.1 3.8 8.8 7.8 5.4
1 .8 1.3 1.6 2.1 1.1 1.4 4.9 4.8 2.2
1.8 1.8 2.4 1.9 1.1 1.2 3.9 3.0 2.5
0.2 0.2 0.4 0.2 0.1 0.2 0.4 0.3 0.6
0.6 0.6 0.6 0.5 1.2 1.8 0.8 0.1 0.6
0.5 0.5 0.3 0.6 0.2 0.3 2.3 2.6 1.1
0.3 0.1 0.1 0.4 0.6 0.2 1.5 1.8 0.7
2.6 2.3 2.7 3.1 2.9 3.3 7.8 6.9 4.8
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Appendix Table 2. Percentage of respondents who indicated that the alternative forms of regional organization are acceptable, by region.
Ouestion: In thinking about the regional issues that your local government needs to respond to, please indicate which of 
the following forms of regional organization you find acceptable.
________________________________Alternative Forms of Regional Organization_______________________________
A two-tier system
Multicounty single consisting of a
Voluntary cooperation service special multi county or- Full scale regional
between local govern- districts that ganization...for organization--that
No.
Responding
ments (including inter­
governmental contracts 
for services) as needs 
arise
(Percent Yes)
Long-term voluntary 
association of local 
governments 
(Percent Yes)
address functional regional needs, 
problems....while and local govern- 
local governments ments to deal 
handle local needs with local needs 
(Percent Yes) (Percent Yes)
combines present local 
governments and special 
districts into a single 
one
(Percent Yes)
Iowa Northland 24 100% 92% 83% 83% 17%
North Iowa 31 97 90 68 68 39
Southern Iowa 30 97 87 87 67 17
South Dakota 3 34 94 82 65 59 9
South Dakota 5 39 87 72 62 52 8
Nebraska Cornhusker 14 100 79 93 79 29
Nebraska Panhandle 38 100 79 80 53 5
North Dakota Agassiz 36 97 94 81 83 11
North Dakota So. Central 29 97 90 79 66 10
Colorado 11 21 100 100 57 29 0
Colorado 12 28 82 61 50 71 4
Colorado 10 20 95 95 1 60 45 15
344 95% 84% 72% 63% 13%
Appendix Table 3. Percentage of respondents who agreed and disagreed with the role of regional councils in regional affairs, by region.
Question: Would you strongly agree, agree, be uncertain, disagree or strongly disagree with the following statements?
Regional councils 
are a good way 
for local govern­
ments to pool re­
sources to address 
problems that go 
beyond local boun­
daries____________
Regional councils 
are a good way to 
make expensive 
planning expertise 
available to local 
communities
Regional councils 
are an acceptable 
way for local govern­
ments to cope with 
federal mandates and 
regulations
Regional councils 
are an acceptable 
way for local govern­
ments to reduce 
federal or state con­
trol over local 
governments
Regional councils 
are part of a 
federal effort to 
limit local govern­
ment authority
No.
Responding
%
Agree
%
Disagree
%
Agree
%
Disagree
%
Agree
%
Disagree
%
Agree
%
Disagree
%
Agree
%
Disagree
Iowa Northland 24 98% 0% 92% 0% 100% 0% 67% 25% 25% 50%
North Iowa 31 94 0 100 0 90 7 61 26 29 61
Southern Iowa 30 90 3 83 7 83 7 23 33 20 67
South Dakota 3 34 94 0 80 9 88 0 36 38 24 65
South Dakota 5 39 77 13 82 5 80 8 20 36 31 49
Nebraska Cornhusker 14 93 7 86 14 93 0 36 50 7 86
Nebraska Panhandle 38 76 11 79 8 72 16 32 42 21 60
North Dakota Agassiz 36 89 6 86 14 92 3 42 42 11 ♦
75
North Dakota So. Central 29 97 3 97 0 72 7 55 27 14 83
Colorado 11 21 91 5 62 14 67 19 29 52 14 76
Colorado 12 28 96 0 70 18 82 8 54 21 7 79
Colorado 10 20 70 20 65 30 40 45 30 60 30 45
344 88% 6% 82% 9% 81% 9% 40% 37% 20% 65%
(continued)
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Appendix Table 3. continued.
Question : Mould you strongly agree, agree, be uncertain, disagree or strongly disagree with the following statements?
Regional councils 
are imposed on 
local governments 
by federal man­
dates
Regional councils 
are part of a 
state effort to 
limit local govern­
ment authority
Regional councils 
are imposed on 
local governments 
by state mandates
Regional councils 
could not continue 
to operate if 
federal funds were 
discontinued
Many local govern­
ments would withdraw 
from membership in 
the regional council 
if federal funds 
were discontinued
No.
Responding
%
Aqree
%
Disagree
%
Agree
%
Disagree
%
Agree
%
Di sagree
%
Agree
%
Disagree
% % 
Agree Disagree
Iowa Northland 24 25% 63% 21% 67% 21% 71% 71% 17% 50% 33%
North Iowa 31 26 55 10 87 16 61 74 16 71 26
Southern Iowa 30 17 57 20 67 13 60 77 7 73 7
South Dakota 3 34 15 71 18 74 27 62 85 3 74 9
South Dakota 5 39 31 49 10 69 13 62 62 18 82 5
Nebraska Cornhusker 14 14 86 7 93 7 93 86 7 79 14
Nebraska Panhandle 38 13 66 18 71 5 66 66 21 71 18
North Dakota Agassiz 36 28 47 8 89 17 56 89 6 78 8
North Dakota So. Central 29 14 83 3 93 17 79 83 3 79 7
Colorado 11 21 43 52 5 81 33 57 71 10 67 24
Colorado 12 28 29 57 0 86 36 50 75 14 61 25
Colorado 10 20 35 55 10 80 15 70 75 15 79 5
344 24% 61% 11% 79% 18% 64% 76% 12% 72% 15%
(continued)
Appendix Table 3. continued.
Question: Mould you strongly agree, agree, be uncertain, disagree or strongly disagree with the following statements?
Regional councils 
are not acceptable 
because they re­
move control from 
local governments
If it came to a 
referendum, citizens 
in this region would 
ratify the regional 
councils continued 
operation
No.
Responding
%
Agree
%
Disagree
%
Agree
%
Disagree
Iowa Northland 24 8% 75% 42% 33%
North Iowa 31 7 87 58 16
Southern Iowa 30 13 83 37 10
South Dakota 3 34 12 74 53 18
South Dakota 5 39 15 69 36 21
Nebraska Cornhusker 14 7 93 71 7
Nebraska Panhandle 38 16 76 13 47
North Dakota Agassiz 36 8 86 67 14
North Dakota So. Central 29 7 93 62 21
Colorado 1i 21 19 81 24 29
Colorado 12 28 0 93 46 29
Colorado 10 20 15 60 35 60
344 11% 82% 45% 25%
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Appendix Table 4. Percentage of respondents who indicated that selected policy council roles are appropriate or not appropriate, by region.
Question: Do you think it is appropriate that the policy
Serve as a forum for Assist in the formation 
discussing regionwide of formal contracts or 
problems agreements between local 
governments
council serves in this
Promote a "regional 
perspective" among 
local governments
role?
Implement comprehensive 
plans and specific 
functional plans for 
the reqion
No. % % No. % % No. % % No. % %
Reqion Respond Approp Approp Respond Approp Approp Respond Approp Approp Respond Approp Approp
Iowa Northland 24 92% 0% 24 75% 8% 24 71% 13% 24 79% 8%
North Iowa 31 90 7 31 90 10 31 90 10 31 97 3
Southern Iowa 30 93 3 30 80 13 30 87 10 30 93 3
South Dakota 3 29 93 0 32 72 25 31 77 19 32 84 13
South Dakota 5 39 74 15 38 55 26 39 64 23 39 64 23
Nebraska Cornhusker 14 86 7 14 86 0 14 79 14 14 86 7
Nebraska Panhandle 38 90 5 38 61 39 38 74 18 38 76 24
North Dakota Agassiz 35 100 0 24 75 25 31 90 10 33 94 6
North Dakota So. Central 29 97 3 26 73 27 28 93 7 27 93 4
Colorado 11 21 91 10 20 90 10 20 90 10 18 89 11
Colorado 12 28 100 0 18 94 6 25 96 4 19 95 5
Colorado 10 18 89 11 11 73 28 14 100 0 14 71 29
336 91% 5% 306 75% 20% 325 83% 13% 319 85% 12%
(continued)
Appendix Table 4. continued.
Questiori: Do you think it is appropriate that the policy council serves in this role?
Establish priorities Review and coordinate
among regional applications for federal
problems grants-in-aid
No. % % No. % %
Reqion Respond Approp Approp Respond Approp Approp
Iowa Northland 24 71% 13% 24 83% 4%
North Iowa 31 81 13 31 97 3
Southern Iowa 30 87 8 30 90 7
South Dakota 3 31 71 23 32 97 3
South Dakota 5 39 67 21 38 76 13
Nebraska Cornhusker 14 79 14 14 86 7
Nebraska Panhandle 38 74 24 38 90 10
North Dakota Agassiz 30 97 3 34 97 3
North Dakota So. Central 28 93 7 29 97 3
Colorado 11 16 75 25 20 85 15
Colorado 12 20 95 5 27 96 4
Colorado 10 15 80 20 17 94 6
316 80% 15% 334 91% 7%.
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Appendix Table 5. Percentage of respondents who indicated that selected policy council roles are very, somewhat or not effectively performed, 
by region.
Questioni: Is the policy council very effective, somewhat effective, or not effectivei in performing these roles?
Serve as a forum for 
discussing regionwide 
probiems
Assist in the formation 
of formal contracts or 
agreements between 
local governments
Promote a "regional 
perspective" among 
local governments
Implement comprehensive 
plans and specific 
functional plans for 
the region
Percent: Percent: Percent: Percent:
Reqions Respond Very
Some­
what
Not
Effect Respond Very
Some­
what
Not
Effect Respond Very
Some­
what
Not
Effect Respond Very
Some­
what
Not
Effect
Iowa Northland 23 35% 48% 0% 19 32% 26% 5% 22 . 32% 36% 0% 24 38% 38% 0%
North Iowa 30 57 40 0 28 71 21 0 28 46 46 0 29 72 24 0
Southern Iowa 28 36 61 0 22 41 50 0 26 19 73 4 29 45 48 3
South Dakota 3 32 63 38 0 24 50 42 4 29 49 48 3 31 45 48 3
South Dakota 5 31 23 68 0 27 30 37 4 28 14 57 7 30 20 50 10
Nebraska Cornhusker 14 36 50 7 13 62 8 0 14 43 50 0 14 29 57 0
Nebraska Panhandle 38 18 55 8 19 0 53 0 33 3 64 6 29 17 35 10
North Dakota Agassiz 35 20 66 14 18 17 78 6 29 17 69 14 32 16 81 3
North Dakota So. Central 28 32 61 7 18 17 44 39 27 19 70 11 26 12 88 0
Colorado 11 21 57 38 5 18 50 44 6 20 25 65 10 18 33 61 6
Colorado 12 28 46 50 0 21 48 29 5 26 27 65 0 19 37 53 0
Colorado 10 19 21 60 21 9 22 44 33 13 31 69 0 12 33 50 17
327 36% 53% 5% 236 38% 39% 7% 295 25% 60% 5% 293 33% 53% 4%
(continued)
Appendix Table 5. continued.
Question : Is the policy counci 1 very effecti ve, somewhat effective, or not éffective in performing these roles?
Establish priorities 
among regional problems
Review and coordinate 
applications for federal 
grants-in-aid
Percent: Percent:
Regions Respond
Some- 
Ver.y what
Not
Effect Respond Very
Some­
what
Not
Effect
Iowa Northland 24 25% 42% 8% 24 58% 17% 8%
North Iowa 29 45 38 7 30 73 20 3
Southern Iowa 28 36 54 0 28 61 32 4
South Dakota 3 26 46 42 0 33 70 24 6
South Dakota 5 28 32 43 4 34 35 44 3
Nebraska Cornhusker 12 33 50 0 12 83 8 0
Nebraska Panhandle 31 13 61 3 38 42 37 5
North Dakota Agassiz 29 45 41 14 33 46 49 6
North Dakota So. Central 27 7 85 7 28 18 79 4
Colorado 11 16 56 31 12 20 45 55 0
Colorado 12 20 30 45 5 27 63 30 4
Colorado 10 13 31 54 15 16 44 38 19
283 33% 50% 6% 323 52% 37% 5%
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Appendix Table 6. Percentage of respondents who indicated that regional staff activities are appropriate or not appropriate, by region.
Question: Is this activity an appropriate activity?
Provide comprehensive Provide economic de- Provide comprehensive
physical planning velopment planning and social planning
(land use, housing, programming (CEDPs, (health and welfare,
transportation, etc.) etc.) historic preservation,
____________________  etc.)_________________
Prepare applications 
for federal and/or 
state grants for 
regional planning
Provide technical 
planning assistance 
to member govern­
ments
No.
Respond
%
Approp
% Not No.
Respond
%
Approp
% Not 
Approp
No.
Res pond
% % Not 
Approp
No.
Respond
%
Approp
% Not 
Approp
No.
Respond
%
Approp
% Not 
Approp
Iowa Northland 24 83% 8% 24 83% 8% 24 75% 17% 24 88%
4% 24 88% 4%
North Iowa 31 94 3 31 87 3 28 79 14 30
97 0 31 97 3
Southern Iowa 30 93 3 30 87 7 30 70 17 30
93 3 30 90 7
South Dakota 3 31 77 16 32 88 9 32 75 22 32
94 6 31 90 7
South Dakota 5 39 62 28 38 63 21 38 45 40 38 76
16 38 74 16
Nebraska Cornhusker 14 86 7 14 100 0 14 64 29 14 88
7 14 86 14
Nebraska Panhandle 38 82 18 38 74 26 37 46 49 38
90 10 38 87 13
North Dakota Agassiz 33 100 0 31 94 6 27 78 22 34
100 0 33 100 0
North Dakota So. Central 29 100 0 27 100 0 27 48 52 29
100 0 28 100 0
Colorado 11 20 80 20 21 86 14 18 72 28
20 85 15 21 90 10
Colorado 12 17 71 6 14 64 7 19 74 11
25 88 0 23 96 0
Colorado 10 13 77 23 14 86 14 11 73 27
15 100 0 16 100 0
319 84% 11% 314 83% 11% 305 65% 29% 329 91% 6%
327 91% 6%
(continued)
Appendix Table 6. continued.
Question: Is this activity an appropriate activity?
Provide assistance Promote new federal Help local govern- Expedite (bird-dog) Lobby for state and
in solving local programs in local ment officials write grant applications federal funds for
government manage- communities grant applications after they have been local government
ment problems__________  ____________ _ _________  _______________________  submitted to an a g e n c y __________________
Reqion
No.
Respond
%
Approp
%
Approp
No.
Respond
%
Approp
%
Approp
No. %
Approp
%
Approp
No.
Respond
%
Approp
%
Approp
No.
Respond
%
Approp
%
Approp
Iowa Northland 24 58% 38% 24 79% 13% 24 83% 8% 24 63% 25% 24 54% 33%
North Iowa 30 73 20 30 80 17 31 100 0 31 97 0 30 77 17
Southern Iowa 29 59 31 30 77 17 30 93 3 30 87 0 29 52 41
South Dakota 3 32 34 63 31 65 29 32 91 6 33 85 12 31 55 36
South Dakota 5 38 26 61 38 40 47 38 82 11 38 84 8 38 40 47
Nebraska Cornhusker 14 71 21 14 79 21 14 93 7 14 93 7 14 50 43
Nebraska Panhandle 38 47 53 38 55 42 38 84 11 38 79 21 38 45 55
North Dakota Agassiz 15 33 67 30 87 13 35 100 0 29 97 3 25 68 32
North Dakota So. Central 21 38 62 27 96 4 29 100 0 28 97 3 21 48 52
Colorado 11 17 59 41 20 75 25 21 90 10 21 91 9 20 85
15
Colorado 12 11 55 18 22 59 18 24 88 0 22 86 0 23 83
0
Colorado 10 10 50 50 10 70 30 14 100 0 13 92 8 13 77
23
279 49% 45% 314 70% 24% 330 92% 5% 321 87% 8% 306 59% 35%
Appendix Table 7. Percentage of respondents who indicate that selected regional council staff activities are very, somewhat or not effectively 
performed, by region.
Provide comprehensive 
physical planning 
(land use, housing, 
transportation, etc.)
Percent:
Provide economic 
development planning 
and programming 
(CEDPs, etc.)_______
Percent:
Provide comprehensive 
social planning (health 
and welfare, historic 
preservation, etc.)
Percent:______
Prepare applications 
for federal and/or 
state grants for 
regional planning
Percent:
No. Some- Not No. Some- Not No. Somer Not No. Some- Not
Regions Respond Very what Effect Respond Very what Effect Respond Very what Effect Respond Very what Effect
Iowa Northland 23 44% 39% 0% 23 35% 30% 4% 23 17% 39% 9% 23 61% 17% 4%
North Iowa 30 73 23 0 30 . 53 37 3 24 38 50 4 29 90 10 0
Southern Iowa 29 52 41 0 26 35 54 4 21 19 43 5 28 71 21 0
South Dakota 3 29 52 40 0 30 37 50 7 28 46 46 4 30 77 20 3
South Dakota 5 26 27 34 4 27 19 44 11 20 30 40 0 28 46 39 0
Nebraska Cornhusker 14 57 29 0 14 57 21 14 9 33 33 11 13 54 15 0
Nebraska Panhandle 33 12 55 0 30 17 37 10 24 13 29 8 32 16 38 6
North Dakota Agassiz 33 33 67 0 28 32 54 14 21 24 47 29 34 41 56 3
North Dakota So. Central 29 59 38 3 27 44 44 11 17 6 65 29 29 24 69 7
Colorado 11 20 35 50 15 20 15 70 15 16 41 37 19 20 50 45 5
Colorado 12 17 17 47 6 14 14 50 0 18 17 67 0 27 56 26 0
Colorado 10 9 33 67 0 13 15 77 8 7 14 86 0 16 56 44 0
292 42% 45% 2% 282 32% 47% 9% 228 26% 47% 10% 309 53% 34% 3%
(continued)
Appendix Table 7. continued.
Provide technical Provide assistance
planning assistance in solving local
to member govern-_____________ government manage­
ments_____________________ ment probl ems
Promote new 
federal programs in 
local communities
Help local government 
officials write grant 
applications
Percent:___________  Percent:___________  Percent:___________  Percent:
Reqions
No.
Respond Very
Some­
what
Not
Effect
No.
Respond Very
Some­
what
Not
Effect
No.
Respond Very
Some­
what
Not
Effect
No.
Respond Very
Some­
what
Not
Effect
Iowa Northland 23 48% 30% 0% 17 18% 29% 6% 16 13% 56% 0% 22 50% 32% 0%
North Iowa 30 77 23 0 23 17 65 0 26 54 42 0 31 84 16 0
Southern Iowa 28 43 46 0 14 21 29 0 25 20 68 4 28 61 36 0
South Dakota 3 31 77 16 3 15 20 53 0 26 54 35 8 33 79 9 3
South Dakota 5 29 35 45 0 11 27 27 0 20 30 30 10 32 44 38 3
Nebraska Cornhusker 13 46 39 0 9 44 33 11 12 42 42 17 14 79 7 7
Nebraska Panhandle 35 20 49 3 21 5 38 10 26 15 27 15 32 22 38 9
North Dakota Agassiz 33 33 58 9 6 0 83 17 26 8 84 8 35 40 49 11
North Dakota So. Central 28 57 36 7 9 11 67 22 26 11 77 12 29 66 34 0
Colorado 11 21 43 52 5 14 36 50 14 19 26 68 5 21 67 28 5
Colorado 12 24 50 42 0 10 30 30 0 21 19 43 10 25 52 20 4
Colorado 10 17 29 65 6 4 0 75 25 8 25 75 0 12 58 33 8
312 47% 41% 3% 153 20% 46% 7% 251 26% 53% 7% 314 57% 29% 4%
(continued)
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Appendix Table 7. continued.
Regions_______________
Iowa Northland 
North Iowa 
Southern Iowa 
South Dakota 3 
South Dakota 5 
Nebraska Cornhusker 
Nebraska Panhandle 
North Dakota Agassiz 
North Dakota So. Central 
Colorado 11 
Colorado 12 
Colorado 10
Expedite (bird-dog) 
grant applications 
after they have been 
submitted to an agency
Percent:
No.
Respond Very
Some­
what^
Not
Effect
20 40% 25% 0%
30 57 33 7
29 35 35 7
31 74 16 3
32 28 50 9
14 57 29 7
27 11 26 4
28 36 46 18
27 11 78 11
21 38 52 9
27 41 22 4
12 33 50 17
298 38% 38% 8%
Lobby for state and 
federal funds for 
local government
Percent:
No.
Respond Very
Some­
what^
Not
Effect
19 11% 26% 0%
22 41 27 9
19 0 11 0
24 46 38 0
14 29 21 14
8 25 13 13
23 4 13 0
16 13 81 6
11 0 82 18
20 70 25 5
26 35 31 0
8 25 63 12
210 27% 33% 5%
Appendix Table 8. Respondents' ranking of the most important forms of assistance regional councils provide local 
governments' by region.
Question: As you think about the various needs of your local government, what is the most 
(second most, third most) important type of assistance you receive from the
region as, a whole?
1 = most often ranked 1st; 2 = most often ranked 2nd; 3 = most often ranked 3rd.
Obtain
Help Provide Provi de Provi de Provide surplus fed.
with planning information technical forums for equip, and
Region grants assistance and advice assistance discussion property Other
Iowa Northland 1, 2 1 3
North Iowa 1, 2 3
Southern Iowa 1, 2, 3
South Dakota 3 1, 2, 3 2
South Dakota 5 1, 2, 3
Nebraska Cornhusker 1 3 2
Nebraska Panhandle 2 1 3
North Dakota Agassiz 1, 2 3
North Dakota So. Central 1, 2 3
Colorado 11 1, 2 2 3
Colorado 12 1, 2
Colorado 10 1,2 1
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Appendix Table 9. Respondents' ranking of the most important activities regional councils provide for the region as a 
whole, by region.
Question: In thinking about the needs of the region as a whole, what is the most (second most, third
most) important activity of the1 regional council?
1 = most often ranked 1st; 2 = most often ranked 2nd; 3 = most often ranked 3rd.
Region
Help 
with 
grants •
Provide Contact 
planning funding 
assistance sources
Provide 
information 
and advice
Coordinate
programs
and
services
Provide 
forums for 
discussion
Help
administrate
projects Others
Iowa Northland 2 1, 3
North Iowa 1, 2 3
Southern Iowa 2 1 3 3
South Dakota 3 1 2 3 3 3a
South Dakota 5 1, 2 3 3
Nebraska Cornhusker 1 2 3 2 2b
Nebraska Panhandle 2 1, 3
North Dakota Agassiz 1, 2, 3
North Dakota So. Central 1, 3 2
Colorado 11 1, 2 3 Ie
Colorado 12 2 2, 3 2 1C
Colorado 10 2, 3
a Provide technical assistance 
k Economic development assistance 
'Sanitation and water assistance
Appendix Table 10. Percentage of counties and cities that had representatives attend some or all regional council 
meetings, by region.
Question: How often, in the last two years, has your government’s representative attended 
the following meetings? Would you say never attended any, attended some, or all, 
of the meetings, or were no meetings held?
Policy Council 
Meetings
Executive
Committee
Advisory Council-sponsored
Committee_____  public meetings
Region
No.
Responding
% Some 
or All
No.
Responding
% Some 
or All
No.
Responding
% Some 
or All
No.
Responding
% Some 
or All
Iowa Northland 22 72% 22 45% 22 50% 22 68%
North Iowa 26 88 26 58 26 62 26 81
Southern Iowa 19 58 19 63 19 42 19 58
South Dakota 3 25 75 23 52 25 68 24 83
South Dakota 5 26 58 26 30 26 24 25 38
Nebraska Cornhusker 14 88 14 50 14 35 14 42
Nebraska Panhandle 25 68 25 44 24 34 25 44
North Dakota Agassiz 24 34 24 8 24 4 25 60
North Dakota So. Central 17 82 17 65 17 24 19 90
Colorado 11 15 80 15 20 15 53 15 73
Colorado 12 16 88 16 53 16 57 16 50
Colorado 10 16 88 16 75 16 63 16 57
245 71% 243 46% 244 42% 247 62%
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Appendix Table 11. Percentage of counties and cities that occasionally or frequently contribute equipment 
and information to regional councils, and percent of counties and cities that pay dues, 
by region.
Question: How often, in the last two years, did your government contribute equipment 
such as office machinery for regional council use or for regional council 
related matters? How often does your unit provide information for regional 
grant applications or reports? Would you say frequently, occasionally, 
seldom or never?
Question: Which one of the following best describes your government's financial 
contribution to the regional council? (Pay dues/don't pay dues).
Equipment____________  ______ Information_________  ______Dues_______
No. % Occasionally No. % Occasionally No. % Pay
Reqions Responding or Frequently Respondinq or Frequently Respondinq Dues
Iowa Northland 22 0% 22 59% 22 73%
North Iowa 26 4 26 69 26 100
Southern Iowa 19 16 19 89 16 50
South Dakota 3 25 4 25 92 24 79
South Dakota 5 25 8 25 56 26 73
Nebraska Cornhusker 14 7 14 72 14 79
Nebraska Panhandle 25 0 24 54 22 45
North Dakota Agassiz 26 4 26 38 26 19
North Dakota So. Central 22 0 22 37 22 23
Colorado 11 15 15 15 80 15 47
Colorado 12 16 13 16 75 16 100
Colorado 10 16 19 16 63 16 80
251 6% 250 64% 245 63%
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Appendix Table 12. Percentage of policy council representatives who said each group or individual has a great deal of input into regional 
council decisions about new policies, new budgets, and new programs, by region.
Question: To what extent do 
(a) new policies, 
or a great deal of
each of 
(b) new 
input?
the groups...influence regional 
budgets, and (c) new programs?
council decisions about 
Would you say they have
the adoption of 
no input, some input,
Percent of respondents who believe each group has a great deal of input into:
New Policies New Budgets
Reqions
No. Poli cy 
Responding Council
Exec
Comm
Exec
Direct
Planning
Staff
No.
Others Responding
Policy
Council
Exec
Comm
Exec
Direct
Planning
Staff Others
Iowan Northland 15 •67% 73% 33% 53% 20% 15 33% 60% 47% 33% • 20%
North Iowa 17 53 65 71 47 6 17 35 59 41 18 6
Southern Iowa 15 33 80 47 33 33 15 20 60 73 20 7
South Dakota 3 12 67 67 75 67 30 12 42 67 67 33 18
South Dakota 5 16 56 75 56 27 25 16 44 56 50 20 7
Nebraska Cornhusker 9 56 44 44 22 0 9 33 44 44 11 11
Nebraska Panhandle 15 80 69 53 13 36 15 73 67 53 0 7
North Dakota Agassiz 10 30 50 80 40 10 10 10 40 70 20 10
North Dakota So. Central 13 46 69 62 15 15 12 50 75 67 17 8
Colorado 11 8 88 75 63 25 0 8 75 63 50 0 0
Colorado 12 14 79 64 71 50 7 14 50 57 93 36 7
Colorado 10 12 75 75 50 25 17 12 67 83 33 8 27
156 60% 68% 58% 36% 17% 155 44% 61% 57% 19% 11%
(continued)
Appendix Table 12. continued.
Question: To what extent do 
(a) new policies,
each of 
(b) new
the groups..(.influence regional 
budgets, and (c) new programs?
council decisions about 
Would you say they have
the adoption of 
no input, some
input, or a great deal of input?
Percent of respondents who believe each group has a good deal of input into:
New Programs
Regions
No.
Responding
Policy 
Counci 1
Exec
Comm
Exec
Direct
Planning
Staff Others
Iowa Northland 15 47% 60% 40% 60% 27%
North Iowa 17 41 59 65 29 6
Southern Iowa 15 20 80 73 53 20
South Dakota 3 12 33 50 83 50 27
South Dakota 5 16 50 44 38 20 15
Nebraska Cornhusker 9 67 33 33 22 0
Nebraska Panhandle 15 67 75 80 27 29
North Dakota Agassiz 10 20 40 90 30 20
North Dakota So. Central 12 75 83 58 17 17
Colorado 11 8 50 38 63 38 0
Colorado 12 14 36 64 79 36 7
Colorado 10 12 58 75 50 25 33
155 47% 60% 63% 34% 17%
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Appendix Table 13. Percentage of county and city policy council representatives who 
council conflicts, by region.
sometimes, often, or always engage in policy
Question: How often have you:
Opposed budget 
recommendations 
made by the exe­
cutive committee 
or executive 
director and staff?
Attempted to intro­
duce an issue before 
the policy council 
when you knew it had 
less than full support 
from all member 
governments?
Openly disagreed 
with other members 
in a policy council 
meeting?
Disagreed with the 
outcome of a policy 
council vote?
Reqions
% Sometimes 
Number often, or 
Responding always
,
U m b e r
Responding
Sometimes, 
often, or 
always
Number
Responding
% Sometimes, 
often, or 
always
%
Number
Responding
Sometimes, 
often, or 
always
Iowa Northland 15 40% 15 20% 15 47% 15 27%
North Iowa 17 58 17 17 17 70 17 41
Southern Iowa 15 13 15 40 15 87 15 60
South Dakota 3 12 50 12 42 12 67 12 33
South Dakota 5 17 18 17 23 17 35 17 29
Nebraska Cornhusker 9 67 9 56 9 89 9 44
Nebraska Panhandle 16 31 14 64 15 73 15 40
North Dakota Agassiz 10 10 10 20 10 40 10 30
North Dakota So. Central 13 39 13 15 13 39 13 39
Colorado 11 8 50 8 38 8 75 8 50
Colorado 12 14 43 14 7 14 50 14 29
Colorado 10 12 42 12 25 12 42 12 25
158 38% 156 29% 157 59% 157 37%
Appendix Table 14. County and city utilization 
assistance by region, 1978-
of regional council technical 
1980.
Reqions
Number of 
Counties 
and Cities
Total 
No. of 
Instances
Average 
No. of 
Instances
Iowa Northland 22 79 3.6
North Iowa 26 143 5.5
Southern Iowa 19 89 4.7
South Dakota 3 25 272 10.9
South Dakota 5 26 109 4.2
Nebraska Cornhusker 14 76 5.4
Nebraska Panhandle 26 90 3.5
North Dakota Agassiz 26 122 4.7
North Dakota So. Central 22 176 8.0
Colorado 11 15 117 7.8
Colorado 12 16 82 5.1
Colorado 10 16 45 2.8
253 1400 5.5
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Appendix Table 15. Percentage of counties and cities receiving each type of technical assistance, and the total number of instances of each type 
of assistance, by region, 1978-1980.
Grant application 
writing
Preparing county 
and city plans
Providing 
assistance 
to planning
Assisting 
with bud­
geting and 
administra­
tion
Preparing
revenue
sharing
forms
Assisting 
with sur­
veys and 
public 
meetinqs
Providing 
i riservi ce 
training 
and
seminars
Reqions
Total 
number of 
counties 
and cities
%
receiving
assistance
Total 
number of 
instances
%
receiving
assistance
Total 
number of 
instances
%
receiving
assistance
%
receiving
assistance
%
receiving
assistance
%
receiving
assistance
%
receiving
assistance
Iowa Northland 22 41% 18 73% 31 55% 18% 0% 55% 5%
North Iowa 26 96 62 62 20 69 62 0 69 35
Southern Iowa 19 74 40 42 11 90 11 0 100 0
South Dakota 3 25 100 102 96 116 100 48 20 40 8
South Dakota 5 26 93 70 69 24 4 15 8 31 0
Nebraska Cornhusker 14 71 21 93 18 29 57 0 100 79
Nebraska Panhandle 26 31 8 15 6 81 19 4 93 96
North Dakota Agassiz 26 11 32 23 38 100 0 0 100 0
North Dakota So. Central 22 100 65 77 49 100 5 0 77 100
Colorado 11 15 100 77 60 11 100 0 0 93 0
Colorado 12 16 75 29 31 14 94 13 0 50 88
Colorado 10 16 69 16 38 8 75 0 0 50 6
253 75% 540 56% 346 74% 21% 3% 70% 34%
Appendix Table 16. Major topics of programs and facilities that grant applications addressed, 1978-1980.
Topics of qrant applications Number Percent
Law enforcement 123 23%
Development programs a 102 19
Community facilities and services 82 15
Housing0 75 14
Recreati on^ 74 14
Social services6 51 9
Transportation 17 3
Others^ 16 4
540 100%
Development programs include community construction, land acquisition, comprehensive planning, industrial 
park development, energy development, community development, and impact coordination.
Community facilities and services include streets, sanitation and water, disaster relief, fire protection, 
heavy equipment, circuit rider, administrative assistant and municipal irrigation, 
c Housing includes housing rehabilitation, rental assistance, public housing and 701 housing grants, 
d „Recreation includes historical preservation.
Social services includes elderly programs, manpower and CETA employment, physical and mental health, 
daycare, weatherization and nutrition.
Other includes needs assessment, mobile home, and school.
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Append!x Table 17. Major agencies to whom grant applications were sent, 1978-1980.
Aqencies to whom applications were sent Number Percent
Housing and Urban Development 155 29%
Department of Justice 126 23
State Departments of Energy 46 9
Heritage Conservation and Recreation 
Service
44 8
Department of Agriculture 36 7
Regional organizations3 28 5
Economic Development Administration 25 5
Other Federal Agencies 41 8
Other State Agencies0 27 5
0therd 21 2
540 100%
3 Regional organizations include Old West Regional Commission 
Commissions.
and Regional Planning
b Other Federal Agencies include the Environmental Protection Agency, Health, 
Education and Welfare, Labor, Transportation, and Energy.
0 Other State Agencies include Iowa Commission on Aging, State Forestry, State 
Foundations, and the Colorado Housing Finance Authority.
d Other includes Institute for Museum Services, 
Oil Shale Trust Fund, and private funding.
Farmer's Home Old American''s Art,
Appendix Table 18. Major topics that community planning addressed, 1978-1980.
Type of planning provided Number Percent
Comprehensive Planning 47 14%
Development Planning3 118 34
Social Services Planning“ 57 17
c
Community Facilities Services Planning 55 16
Recreation Planning^ 31 9
Housing Planning 25 7
Transportation Planning 13 4
346 100%
3 Development planning includes planning for zoning, land use, 
industrial development and impact studies.
economic and community development,
b Social service planning includes planning for physical and mental health and for the elderly,
manpower planning and needs assessment.
c Community facilities and services planning includes safety, sanitation and water, natural 
disaster, education, and maintenance planning.
d Recreation planning includes historical preservation.
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Appendix Table 19. Percentages of instances of technical assistance with which respondents were satisfied, by region.__________________________
Ouestion: Overall, as you think back on the work that went into (type of technical assistance), which of the following (very 
satisfied, satisfied, uncertain, dissatisfied, very dissatisfied) best describes your satisfaction with the 
assistance?
Writing Grant 
Applications
Regions
Over­
all
Satis­
fac­
tion
Number
Recog­
nized
Percent
Satis.
Iowa Northland 92% 16 100%
North Iowa 8 2 56 75
Southern Iowa 86 55 89
South Dakota 3 85 94 85
South Dakota 5 78 75 80
Nebraska Cornhusker 96 20 100
Nebraska Panhandle 69 9 67
North Dakota Agassiz 93 39 92
North Dakota So. Central 93 84 92
Colorado 11 79 99 82
Colorado 12 82 43 77
Colorado 10 77 21 76
Preparing Providing Assisting with
County and City Assistance Budgeting and
Plans to Planning Administration
Number Number Number
Recog­
nized
Percent 
Satis.
Recog­
nized
Percent
Satis.
Recog­
nized
Percent
Satis.
29 93% 9 100% 2 100%
16 81 14 86 8 100
11 73 15 73 2 100
82 84 29 86 0 . . .
18 78 0 . -- 0 . . .
14 100 3 100 5 100
11 55 14 71 4 ■ 75
61 95 33 91 0 . . .
49 90 27 100 0 . . .
11 73 21 71 0 . . .
23 91 16 81 0 . . .
9 100 10 70 ' 0 —
Preparing Assisting with Providing 
Revenue Surveys and Inservice
Sharing Forms Public Meetings Training
Seminars
and
Number
Recog­
nized
Percent
Satis.
Number
Recog­
nized
Percent 
Satis.
Number
Recog­
nized
Percent 
Satis.
0 . . . 8 75% 1 0%
0 . . . 16 94 1 100
0 — 18 94 0 . . .
3 67% 10 90 0 . . .
1 100 3 33 0 . . .
0 — 10 80 4 100
0 — 14 86 14 62
0 . . . 29 90 0 . . .
0 — 21 100 15 87
0 . . . 18 78 13 77
0 . . . 7 86 0 . . .
0 ___ 6 67 1 0

